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Abstract
A realistic view of the literature on tourism education may be that whilst it 
demonstrates considerable progress, little of this has focused on teaching or its 
assessment. It is in connection with this point that this study seeks to add a 
perspective by addressing issues about the nature and the evaluation of teaching 
tourism in higher education. The overall aim of the thesis is to provide the background 
and findings of a study of the evaluation of teaching in the UK. Specifically it aims to 
explore the key dimensions on which teaching can be evaluated and, with reference to 
the views of tourism students and teachers, to identify the main factors that are 
associated with good teaching. In the absence of any relevant studies in the field of 
tourism education, the work draws on the literature from the field of education more 
generally in order to arrive at a set of dimensions to evaluate teaching in tourism. 
Following an outline of the key dimensions, the thesis describes and provides the 
results of a Q-study that generated a total of 60 statements that can be used to evaluate 
these dimensions. These statements then provide the basis for the main fieldwork of 
this research, involving questionnaire surveys of teachers and students from which the 
main factors are identified. The findings of the study suggest that the important 
dimensions, for both teachers and students, relate to the extent to which the teaching is 
linked both to the vocational aspects of tour ism as well as to deeper sets of experiences 
associated with higher education.
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Introduction
1.1 Bearings
It is more than 30 years since tourism was first offered as a subject for study in higher 
education in the UK (CNAA, 1993). At that time tourism education was virtually 
unheard of in Britain. However, it seems likely that the above introduction of tourism 
in the higher education agenda played a significant part in introducing tourism studies 
at all levels in the UK. Today in the UK an estimated 5000 students enrol each year on 
as many as 145 courses in 73 higher education institutions (Airey and Johnson, 
forthcoming). In a study area which seemed to be suffering neglect three decades ago, 
we have witnessed an almost unparalleled growth by educational standards and there 
is little evidence that consolidation in such courses is either likely or even a considered 
possibility. The UK is not alone in these developments. Tourism is now a fairly 
common ingredient in the education repertoire of developed countries and increasingly 
it is being provided in the developing world (see for example Dipartmento del Turismo, 
1996; Koshizucha etal., 1998; Payne, 1998).
This growth in provision and student numbers has been accompanied by a 
corresponding expansion of academic articles and texts on the subject of tourism 
education. These range from general texts such as Cooper, Shepherd and Westlake 
(1994), curriculum studies such as Stear (1981) or more recently Tribe (2000a, 2001, 
2002a, 2002c) as well as accounts of development (Airey, 1997, 1999; Airey and 
Johnson, 1998, 1999). In coverage, most of the earlier studies focus on the 
development, growth and associated implications and on issues related to the 
curriculum. Within these much of the discussion has centred on the tensions between 
the vocational aspects and the academic aspects of the subject. There has also been 
concern expressed about the qualifications and experience of the teachers (Her
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Majesty’s Inspectorate, 1992; Further Education Funding Council, 1996), and the 
nature and relevance of industrial placements (Busby, Brunt and Babe, 1997).
While the literature has developed rapidly, it nevertheless has a number of important 
gaps and weaknesses. For example in its stance, as Tribe (1999) has noted, much is 
uncritical and rarely challenges the status quo; many of the points addressed are in fact 
a recycling of issues from the tourism literature which has been published over the 
years; little of the writing about tourism education makes use of the extensive literature 
that relates to education in general; and it is noteworthy that remarkably little attention 
has been paid to the conduct of teaching itself, particularly teaching evaluation for 
higher education in tourism.
The nature of the evaluation process and the educational concepts underpinning the 
study of teaching in tourism are under-theorised (Stergiou, Airey and Riley, 2003b). 
For example, a recent study by Mount and Sciarini (1999) has proposed a set of 
performance criteria for the evaluation of teaching, but with no discernible theoretical 
underpinning. Tribe (2002b) also identifies the paucity of teaching evaluation studies. 
He estimates that out of a total of 304 research outputs in the field only three per cent 
has analysed teaching and its assessment. Stergiou, Airey and Riley (2002, p. 150) 
make a similar case, observing that “the preoccupation of authors and researchers with 
what is and what ought to be taught -  the curriculum -  has tended to drive out issues 
related to the conduct of teaching, to the extent that research on teaching within the 
field is notable mainly for its absence”.
Against this background, there seems to be a clear need for research which is focused 
as directly as possible on tourism teaching and its evaluation, and for theory which is 
generated from such research. As Tribe (2002b, p. 73) observes, “the lack of 
evaluative ... literature in this area is of prime concern”. It is in connection with this 
last point that this thesis seeks to add a perspective by addressing issues about the 
nature and the evaluation of teaching tourism in higher education. On this view, then, 
this study represents an attempt to correct some of the imbalance in research and 
theorising about tourism higher education; but as the following sections of this 
introductory chapter make clear, there are also other important motivations for 
undertaking this work.
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1.2 Objectives
Before beginning to pin down further motivations behind this thesis, it is worth 
identifying explicitly the main objectives of the research. These are as follows:
1) To identify and evaluate the factors which contribute to good teaching.
2) To delineate the components of these factors.
3) To explore the extent to which these are valued by the key stakeholders in the 
teaching situation -  teachers and students.
The study is very much a pioneering work in this field and focuses particularly on 
higher education for the tourism sector in the UK.
1.3 Why study teaching?
The reader may not yet be convinced that teaching tourism needs any special 
consideration. After all, would that kind of exercise not promote undesirable divisions 
between the different aspects of the tourism education system? There are two 
immediate answers to this. First, realising the distinctiveness of teaching need not 
imply any undesirable division from other parts of the educational system. As Barnett 
(1990, p. 6) observes, in justifying his attempt to provide an educational account of 
higher education in its own right (i.e. as distinct from the wider education system), but 
with a more general message, “recognising distinctiveness need not in itself lead to 
separation”. The second response is simply to reiterate that, as a matter of fact, the 
considerable educational literature on tourism and the accompanying educational 
debates have largely focused their attention on the curriculum, with a consequent 
neglect of teaching. It is precisely because there is little research of this kind that the 
attempt to work out a view of teaching is needed now. There are, though, some more 
positive points to be made about the distinctiveness of teaching.
The objection that teaching deserves no particular educational attention on its own 
account rests on the assumption that tourism teaching is a sub-species of tourism 
education and that whatever is said in general about tourism education must hold for 
teaching (the point is owed to Barnett, 1990). The purpose here, then, is to try to
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weaken the hold of this view by arguing that it represents a confused conception in 
which teaching falls victim to corruption of a certain instrumentalist kind.
The argument goes like this. Current conceptions of the nature of tourism education 
would appear to be dominated by a strong vocational interpretation of educational 
inquiry (as we shall see in the next chapter). In fact, tourism education is most 
commonly spoken of and regarded as a process which individuals are wont to undergo 
in order to acquire the knowledge and skills which will equip them in some way or 
other for effective economic functioning in the tourism industry (Airey, 2003). This 
view encourages a strongly instrumentalist perspective on the aims and purposes of 
tour ism education; the entire enterprise of tourism education is regarded as bound over 
to the service of extrinsically conceived ends which are ultimately economic in 
character (Tribe, 1999).
The main influence of this view on teaching, has been an explicitly instrumental view of 
the activity as implicated precisely in something like the transmission of skills from 
teachers to students in as causally efficient and effective a way as possible and so, by 
the same token, in the emphasis on the technical aspects of teaching in relation to 
which teachers’ capacity for rational deliberation -  for conceiving purposes, devising 
plans, or adopting means to ends in the light of knowledge -  though important, is 
nevertheless secondary (see for example Nykiel, 1999). It is at precisely this point that 
contemporary conceptions of educational inquiry in tourism higher education fail us 
because of their inability to account for the ways in which the conduct of teaching is 
largely guided and impelled by the peculiarly human search for meaning and 
significance. Carr* (1994) reinforces the argument substantially:
"... there is almost no decision that a teacher is required to make about the
education or discipline of his or her students that is of a straightforward technical
or instrumental nature and which does not call for judgement and deliberation”, (p.
48)
In brief, teaching involves more than the application of a number of practical teaching 
skills -  it also requires a wider range of human qualities and dispositions. In light of 
this view, then, there is also a teleological dimension to the explanation of teaching
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which does not appear to be entirely eliminable in favour of the sort of functionalist 
accounts favour ed by much latter thinking about tourism education.
There is a second related problem of some educational weight which suggests why 
teaching cannot be exhausted by the current talk of tourism education. This relates to 
the fact that current conceptions of the nature of tourism education fail to understand 
the educational character of teaching; for teaching is, whatever else, an educative 
process. Again Carr (1994) has caught the essence of the point made here:
"... education is not merely a matter of ‘delivering’ an optimum curriculum in 
some quasi-technical sense but of the exercise of certain intellectual virtues. ... It 
is a shallow and false view of education and teaching which takes it to be a matter 
of the technical transmission of pre-packaged knowledge and skills in the context 
of efficient management”, (p. 49)
One of the tasks of this thesis, therefore, is to spell out the features of teaching as an 
educative process characteristic of tourism higher education. In identifying those 
features we will be identifying what ought to be addressed if we are seriously 
concerned with teaching tourism in higher education, whether in its nature or in its 
evaluation. Accordingly, alongside the instrumentalist approach to tourism education 
and teaching, the approach being argued for here can be termed as educational. (There 
is an obvious irony here in that the implication of this classification is that the dominant 
approaches to tourism education are not driven principally by educational 
considerations.)
There are, then, a set of considerations which justify the idea of teaching tourism as 
worthy of educational attention in its own right. Teaching poses special problems of 
its own, which a general account of tourism education is most unlikely to meet. It 
deserves special treatment simply because it is special. What will be attempted in this 
thesis, therefore, is to offer an investigative approach to teaching to stand alongside the 
vocationalist approaches of the age. It is an approach that takes its bearings from a 
sense of the complex and educational character of teaching and places the teacher in 
the centre stage, and which has as its central concern the question: what does it mean 
to be a good teacher in tourism higher education?
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1.4 Strategy
We have seen that there is little sense of educational direction about teaching tourism. 
Some views about the nature of teaching can be inferred from current interpretations 
of tourism educational inquiry. But there is nothing of a worked-out kind, which does 
justice to the place of teaching in the tourism education system.
Where, then, do we make a start? Clearly, because there is no recognised framework 
for theorising educationally about tourism teaching, the task has to be a “pulling-up- 
by-the-bootstraps” operation. In order to investigate teaching evaluation we have at 
the same time to construct the framework in which this investigation can be conducted. 
But what is to be the shape of this conceptual framework? Two different strategies 
can be adopted. One strategy is to work systematically through the different 
viewpoints on offer, analysing then components and establishing then relationships 
with the cognitive positions of then holders (Barnett, 1990). What are the different 
approaches to the study of teaching that point the ways for research on teaching 
evaluation? The value of such an approach is that it would identify and illuminate the 
range of voices there are in the field, it would highlight their relative strengths and 
weaknesses, and it would offer an insight into their appropriateness for the purposes of 
this inquiry.
However, the strategy adopted here is different and perhaps somewhat more risky. 
Instead of feeling the way gently through the nuances of different approaches and 
following a pre-set theory, set down in advance by an educational researcher, as the 
main strategy, the purpose here is to develop an alternative (in many respects 
complementary) theoiy of teaching. The concept of “theory”, however, can have at 
least two distinct meanings (Carr, 1995). On the one hand, it can refer to the actual 
products of conceptual inquiries and when used in this way, it is usually presented in 
the form of general principles, explanations and the like. On the other hand, ‘Theory” 
can refer to the wider framework of thought that structures and guides any distinctive 
research activity. Used in this sense, it denotes the underlying conceptual framework 
in terms of which a particular research enterprise is carried out and which provides it 
with its general rationale and guiding procedural principles. In this thesis, both 
meanings are adopted. In effect, then, the theory developed here identifies both the
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actual outcome of this conceptual inquiry (the presented theory of teaching) and the 
particular ways of thinking that guide the practices of the researcher in pursuit of the 
objectives of this study.
For educational researchers, the need for the development of new theories can arise 
when conventional theoretical inquiries are, in particular instances, found to be 
inadequate to their purpose (ibid.). Usually, these inadequacies are regarded as 
“methodological problems about such things as the appropriateness of particular 
methods of collecting data or the usefulness of certain research techniques” and they 
are invariably resolved by taking action that is consistent with the basic procedural 
principles incorporated in the newly developed theoretical framework (ibid., p. 33). In 
a similar vein, the rationale for the development of a complementary teaching 
framework in this thesis was born out of the insufficiencies of conventional approaches 
to the study of teaching: different approaches Eliminate different parts of teaching and 
basing research designs on any single orientation results in par tial conceptions of the 
activity. The purpose here, then, is to attempt to broaden the conceptual base for 
research on teaching by providing a complementary theory in which the insufficiencies 
of existing approaches are brought together in an attempt to capture a fuller set of 
teaching aspects. From this it follows logically that if it is to have any plausibility, this 
framework has to be located among these alternative approaches to inquiry that 
characterise the field. So part of the earlier strategy will also be adopted by engaging 
with debates bearing on teaching and seeing the extent to which they fit with the 
conceptions being offered here.
There is a less transparent feature at work behind this strategy, which is just as 
significant. As implied by the above discussion, different conceptions of teaching are 
accompanied by different methodological approaches. If teaching is conceived as 
something like the transfer of knowledge from teachers to students in a causally 
efficient way, that is likely to colour the methodologies adopted for evaluating teaching 
and may also have an impact on what the acceptable (and even desirable) levels of 
teaching competence are taken to be. On this view, then, the concerns and proposals 
of the conceptual considerations spill over into the methodological aspects of the 
study. Neither set of considerations can seriously be conducted without an eye on the
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other (although, strangely, both sets of considerations are only occasionally brought 
together in a single discussion in the context of tourism educational research).
1.5 The plan
The plan of the thesis is this. The first Part (Chapters 2-3) is devoted to getting our 
conceptual bearings about both tourism higher education and teaching. Unless a 
position of some clarity about the nature and substance of these concepts is reached, 
any more procedural discussions about methods are bound to be unsatisfactory. More 
specifically, Chapter 2 provides a critical analysis of the developmental process of 
tourism higher education. The case is promoted by reviewing the field in two distinct 
ways. First, the dimensions of tourism studies are quantified. Here it will be 
confirmed that tourism higher education is worthy of study on account of its rapid 
growth and achieved size. The second aspect of the analysis is a more reflective one. 
Here the focus is on how tourism education and research in the field are developing 
and what they are developing into. This will establish the rationale for the study. The 
argument offered is that although tourism education is in its infancy, it is conforming to 
a particular pattern. Indeed, the literature on tourism education offers little insight in 
the way of critical commentary. Rather, it generally takes for granted that the aim of 
tourism education is to make graduates fit for business. With this assumption taken for 
granted, research relating to tourism higher education focuses on the immediate 
concerns of business while research on teaching, with its inherent academic nature, 
becomes sidelined. This chapter therefore establishes both the context and the 
rationale for the thesis.
Chapter 3 sets out the conceptual approach of the thesis for its enquiry into the field of 
teaching evaluation. The discussion is organised around five paradigms which sharply 
reveal the assumptions that lie behind different approaches to the evaluation of 
teaching. The argument put forward is that the evaluation of teaching will vary 
depending on one’s choice of a paradigm. The analysis points out that teaching 
research has at the same time absorbed two competing views of the social sciences -  
naturalism and the interpretive view. The differences between these views as well as 
their impact on shaping the approaches to teaching evaluation research are presented.
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In the light of this analysis the chapter proceeds to develop a conceptual framework 
that shows how the naturalist and interpretive orientations of research on teaching can 
be incorporated into a new reconceptualisation of teaching evaluation.
It will be obvious from these introductory notes that the first Part of the thesis has a 
predominantly theoretical flavour, as the basic argument is established. As the thesis 
goes on, though, the discussion becomes more focused on methodological matters. 
Part 2 (Chapters 4-5) of the thesis, therefore, sketches out the methodological 
approach of the study. Chapter 4 introduces Q-methodology as an appropriate 
measuring procedure for researching teaching evaluation. On the foundation of the 
conceptual insights offered in the two opening chapters, the chapter describes and 
provides the results of a Q-study, designed to identify the key dimensions on which 
teaching can be evaluated. The output of the study is a preliminary set of statements 
that can be used to evaluate teaching. These statements then provide the basis for 
fieldwork involving two questionnaire surveys of students and teachers from which the 
main factors are identified. The methodology developed for this stage of the research 
is discussed in Chapter 5, which also provides a detailed discussion of the specific 
techniques used for the analysis of the gathered data.
The last part of two chapters, Part 3, starts (Chapter 6) by presenting the findings of 
the main survey in the context of the objectives set out at the early stages of the 
research process. Finally, Chapter 7 presents the interpretation of these findings and 
the implications of the research results for the areas of teaching and tourism education. 
This final chapter also presents the contribution of the study to the body of knowledge 
of tourism education and focuses on some of the many questions which remain 
unanswered but which as a result of this study may be seen to be worthy of future 
research attention.
1.6 Comment
An inquiry along these lines is hoped to constitute “a progressive problemshift” in the 
field of tourism education research. The phrase was coined by the philosopher of 
science, Imre Lakatos (1972, p. 118), in developing a sophisticated account of the
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progress o f scientific theories. Lakatos suggested that a research programme 
constitutes a progressive problemshift if  it provides some excess empirical content over 
its predecessors which, through time, generates more and more interesting theoretical 
problems. It is hoped that this study will be progressive in just that sense. At the same 
time, it is hoped that the theoretical framework in which it is situated and which will 
also be developed in this thesis will be seen as progressive, in that it generates a wide 
range o f interesting theoretical problems and points to a number o f  useful resources 
which others may feel able to use. It is hoped, o f  course, that the particular view o f 
teaching offered here will be recognised as adequate to the problems raised and will 
attract some wider support. As Barnett (1992) argues, educational theories should be 
tested for their analytical soundness and for their social attractiveness. But if  the study 
has at least formulated a progressive problemshift that assists the task o f thinking 
educationally about teaching in tourism higher education, then the inquiry will have 
been worthwhile.
Part 1
Background and Issues
Higher Education for Tourism
2.1 Introduction
More than three decades after the first postgraduate courses in tourism were 
introduced in the UK, tourism has become established as a subject for study at all 
levels, from schools to universities, and it has proved to be extremely popular with 
students. There has been a considerable expansion o f course provision and student 
enrolments as well as a corresponding expansion o f teachers, textbooks, journals, 
conferences, and organisations for tourism education (Airey and Johnson, 1999; Tribe, 
1999). This growth o f course is not confined to the UK. Other authors have 
commented on similar patterns in other countries (Dipartmento del Turismo, 1996; 
Koshizucha et al., 1998; Payne, 1998).
O f course these developments in tourism education are not taking place in isolation. 
They are part o f some fairly radical changes that have been introduced across the wider 
education system. As Airey and Johnson (forthcoming) point out, the conversion o f 
the former polytechnics into universities in 1992 and the abolition o f the Council for 
National Academic Awards (CNAA) in 1993, were both precursors o f  greater freedom 
for institutions to develop their programmes to meet the needs o f their markets as they 
saw fit and to compete with each other for student demand and the associated income 
that it brings. At the same time, the Government set goals for a substantial increase in 
the participation in higher education. Above all, what has emerged in the 1990s is a 
mass higher education system offered in more than 170 universities and colleges and 
involving 1.8 million students. The growth o f tourism education is, in part at least, a 
response to these challenges and opportunities. It is not an accident that nearly all 
tourism degree courses are provided in the post-1992 universities.
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The expansion o f higher education towards a mass system, in turn, has brought new 
challenges and issues surrounding accountability and value for money, many o f which 
were considered in the report o f the Dearing committee on higher education (1997). 
Notable outcomes o f this are efforts to create a more standardised and comprehensible 
National Qualifications Framework, and an attempt to articulate, through “benchmark 
statements”, the attributes and capabilities o f  those possessing qualifications in 
different subject areas. As far as tourism is concerned, the benchmark statements have, 
for the first time, outlined the content o f  tourism as an area o f study (QAA, 2000).
In any estimation, then, tourism higher education is big business. And yet for all its 
size, its costs and the increasing concern over its content, there is very little attempt to 
stand back and ask in any serious way what it is all for. It might be thought that this 
suggestion is exaggerated. Aren’t those involved in the tourism sector confronted with 
a surfeit o f  debate over education in a way that would have been scarcely imaginable 
thirty years ago? However, underneath the rhetoric, all contesting viewpoints on 
tourism educational issues offer little in the way o f critical commentary and are 
instrumental in orientation. They look to the wider relationships o f  tourism education 
with the tourism industry, and in particular to the future employment prospects it 
offers. This, as Tribe (1997) observed, is a “vocational action” approach.
There are a number o f  elements to this approach: it is not so much a particular- view as 
a general perspective. It includes the drive to evaluate the effectiveness o f  higher 
education in terms o f its demonstrable impact on the wealth-generating capacity o f  the 
industry, and the tendency to understand higher education in terms o f skills, qualities, 
attitudes and knowledge that are judged to be important for the world o f  work (Pring, 
1993). As a result, the contribution o f tourism education to the economy through 
supplying qualified personnel comes to the fore.
These kinds o f  claims should not be taken lightly, for tourism higher education owes 
much o f its size and influence to its stakeholders in industry (see Airey, 1979). The 
problem, however, is that issues o f  this type exert a disproportionate influence in two 
senses. First, they reflect a narrow set o f  interests. Tourism education comes to be 
judged almost entirely by its contribution to the production o f good technique to be 
practiced in the business o f tourism. Secondly, and more importantly within the
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context o f this study, the ‘Vocational action” approach allows a number o f external 
influences to impinge on the character o f  educational research in the field in a way that 
drifts it toward non-teaching considerations. Astonishing as it may seem, tourism 
education literature is marked by the absence o f  any systematic effort to understand 
issues related to the conduct o f  teaching, at least from an educational point o f view. It 
is as if, within the tourism education literature, it is worthwhile to develop an informed 
perception o f anything except teaching.
This missing element has not gone unnoticed. As Tribe observes:
“How to teach has been overshadowed by what to teach and issues of effective
learning and assessment have been overlooked”. (Tribe, 2002b, p. 73)
This was written in 2002. Since then the position has not changed and it is fair to say 
that the tourism educational world is still short o f a properly worked-out examination 
o f the activity o f teaching.
The case for this missing reflection will be promoted in two stages. First, following 
Tribe’s (1999) line o f  inquiry, the development o f tourism higher education will be 
analysed against two distinct sets o f  criteria: the statistical and the normative. The 
analysis o f  the former will be used to confirm that tourism can merit study at a higher 
level o f education on account o f its rapid growth and achieved size. The natur e o f  the 
second aspect o f  this stage o f the analysis is a more reflective one, for it carries the 
discussion beyond the statistical quantification o f the dimensions o f  tourism education 
to a critical examination o f  its normalisation. The argument offered is that the 
development o f tourism higher education is guided by a strong vocational ethos. 
Against this background, the second stage o f  the analysis will then be devoted to an 
exploration o f the implications o f  this vocational orientation for tourism education 
research in the field. Here it will be confirmed that the emerging orthodoxy in tourism 
education, favouring vocationalism, impinges on the aspirations and values o f 
educational research in the field, pushing it towards vocational interests while 
diminishing the importance o f other agendas (i.e. research on teaching). This chapter 
will therefore establish both the context and the rationale o f this research. The chapter
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draws mainly on published sources and these relate mostly to the experience o f  the 
UK. However, many o f the themes and issues developed are o f  international interest.
2.2 Provision
It is now more than three decades since tourism was first introduced as a distinct area 
o f academic study in the UK. The first tourism option at degree course level was 
offered in 1968 (CNAA, 1993). Four years later two universities enrolled their first 
postgraduate tourism students (Airey, 1997). At that time tourism education was 
virtually unheard o f in Britain. However, it seems likely that the above pioneering 
efforts played a significant part in introducing tourism as a subject for study at all levels 
in the UK.
In the intervening years tourism studies have witnessed an almost unparalleled growth 
by educational standards. Most recent evidence (Airey, Ladkin and Middleton, 1993; 
Middleton and Ladkin, 1996; Airey, 2002) suggests that the number o f  UK institutions 
offering tourism courses has grown from 2 in 1972, to 43 in 1995, and to 73 in 1999. 
The same sources indicate a rapid increase in the number o f courses offered at 
undergraduate level from the first two in 1986 to an estimated 97 in 1999. This 
represents an almost fifty-fold increase in approximately thirteen years. Postgraduate 
course provision also reveals a similar pattern o f  growth. From just two courses in the 
early 1970s and fewer than fifteen in 1991, by 1999 there were an estimated 48 
courses. An outline o f the expansion in course provision for tourism during the 1990s 
is presented in Table 2.1.
Table 2.1 Growth in course provision for tourism in the UK: 1991-1999
1991 1993 1995 1997 1999
Institutions offering courses 15 36 43 50 73
Number of courses offered 22 53 75 99 145
of which undergraduate 12 27 42 66 97
of which postgraduate 10 26 33 33 48
Sources: Airey, Ladkin and Middleton (1993), Middleton and Ladkin (1996), Airey (2002)
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As the number o f  institutions and courses has increased, student enrolments have 
expanded to fill the places available. An indication o f this growth is given by one o f 
the official reports (CNAA, 1993) which suggests that 1991/92 undergraduate 
enrolments were sevenfold their 1986 level. Similar data from a forthcoming study 
(Airey and Johnson, forthcoming) suggest that the number o f first year enrolments on 
both undergraduate and postgraduate programmes has expanded from 1000 in 1991/92 
to 4025 in 1999/00. As Airey (1995) has pointed out, this growth has far* outstripped 
the average growth in enrolments in higher education. This triangulates well with 
Tribe’s (1999, p. 16) analysis o f  the growth o f the size o f tourism education, which 
suggests that first year undergraduate enrolments for tourism courses in 1995 were 
thirty two times higher than those for 1986, whilst total enrolments in higher education 
in the same period rose just over three times. Table 2.2 clearly demonstrates the 
accelerated growth in the number o f  new student enrolments on tourism degree 
courses during the period 1986-1999.
Table 2.2 Growth in degree courses in tourism in the UK: 1986- 1999
1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1995 1999
Number of new enrolments N/A N/A 782 1000 N/A 2500 4415 4025
of which undergraduate 110 344 497 750 1400 1750 3600 3340
of which postgraduate N/A N/A 285 250 N/A 750 815 685
Sources: CNAA (1993), Middleton and Ladkin (1996), Airey and Johnson (forthcoming)
This o f  course just relates to higher education. Looking at further or technical 
education, the growth has been even more prolific. For example, since its introduction 
in 1992 the popularity o f the General National Vocational Qualification (GNVQ) in 
Leisure and Tourism has grown dramatically across all three levels on offer -  
Foundation, Intermediate and Advanced. Figures from National Council for 
Vocational Qualifications (NCVQ) (now the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority) 
show that enrolments on the GNVQ in Leisure and Tourism have risen from 1470 in 
1992 to more than 35,000 in 1996 (Youell, 1997; Airey and Johnson, 1999). In fact, 
the course has been taken up with such enthusiasm by students that in the academic
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year 1995/96 registrations on the Foundation level alone were almost double the 
registrations on programmes across all three levels in 1992/93 (Youell, 1997). 
Additional measure o f this growth is given by the Further Education Funding Council 
(FEFC, 1996, 1998) which reports many tens o f  thousands o f enrolments in the area o f 
leisure and tourism. In summary, the UK now has an established education provision 
for tourism at degree level and there is also a considerable potential for the expansion 
o f student demand for undergraduate courses owing to an increase in provision o f 
feeder courses at 16 plus.
2.3 Educational infrastructure
Alongside this growth in provision and student numbers there has also been a 
corresponding expansion o f resources and organisations to an extent that the UK now 
has a fairly comprehensive educational infrastructure for tourism. Notable among the 
number o f organisations with a wide cross-section o f industry and education members 
are the Tourism Society and its Association o f Tourism Teachers and Trainers 
(ATTT), the Tourism and Leisure Research Network (TOLERN) and the Association 
for Tourism in Higher Education (ATHE). Outside the UK there is a similar wide 
range o f professional bodies representing tourism educators and practitioners 
including, among others, the Travel and Tourism Research Association (TTRA) based 
in North America, the Association Internationale d’Experts Scientifiques du Tourisme 
(AIEST) in Europe and ATLAS with branches all over the world.
Meanwhile there has also been an increase, though not proportional with the growth in 
provision, in the number o f  academic staff specialising in tourism subjects. Middleton 
and Ladkin (1996) indicate that from a handful there were as many as 375 tourism 
teachers in 1995. This growth is also picked up by Airey who notes that “no fewer 
than a dozen university chairs are now devoted to tourism” (1997, p. 10) and “there is 
also a contingent o f educators specialising in tourism ... a total o f  430 teachers 
specifically in tourism in higher education in the UK” (2002, p. 15). These in turn are 
supported by a growing number o f  general and specialist textbooks as well as academic 
and professional journals devoted to tourism. The ATTT Tourism Education 
Handbook, published in 1997, listed more than 260 textbooks (Laws, 1997) and
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another source currently estimates 45 tourism journals (Botterill, 2002). There are 
also currently three journals that specifically cater for educational issues in the field 
(The Journal o f Hospitality, Leisure, Sport and Tourism Education, The Journal of 
Hospitality and Tourism Education and The Journal of Teaching in Travel and 
Tourism).
This kind of development prompted Jafari and Aaser to comment as early as 1988 that 
tourism education “is finally coming o f age” (Jafari and Aaser, 1988, p. 407). 
However, a report prepared by the Council of National Academic Awards has drawn 
attention to an important area o f unease which stems from this remarkable growth 
(CNAA, 1993). This relates to the lack of common agreement about the knowledge 
boundaries within which tourism education should be developed. As Tribe (1997, p. 
639) has argued “the map of the boundaries of tourism studies are still not agreed on”. 
An analysis o f the development o f tourism education would therefore be incomplete if  
it failed to consider the development o f tourism knowledge. Indeed, Airey (2002) put 
this point strongly:
“the development of an area of study is much more than simple growth in 
numbers of courses, students and resources. In some ways, more important than 
these is the development of the knowledge base about the subject”, (p. 15)
Taking this as the starting point, the following sections aim to explore and delineate 
the boundaries of tourism knowledge as a background to considering the nature, 
problems and pressures associated with the normalisation o f tourism education.
2.4 The theory of tourism knowledge
The development and transmission of knowledge are fundamental tasks o f education, 
while analysis o f its nature falls to that branch of philosophy known as epistemology, 
or theory of knowledge (Scheffler, 1965). An adequate educational inquiiy must not 
only address itself to epistemological issues in their general form but must also strive 
to view these issues from the perspective o f the educational context in which they 
arise (ibid.). It is this aim which defines the direction and emphasis o f this part o f the 
present chapter. In the conviction that analysis o f epistemological aspects is itself an
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important ingredient o f educational inquiry, selected issues in the theory o f tourism 
knowledge will be investigated, especially as they arise in recent discussions on the 
development o f the study o f tourism. Tribe (1999) points to the appropriateness o f 
this line o f inquiry, stating that:
“The importance of epistemology for tourism is two-fold. F irst... it provides the 
basis for knowledge quality control - an activity that is particularly important for 
areas which are relatively immature such as tourism studies. Second there is still 
lack of agreement as to the map or the boundaries of tourism studies. 
Epistemology can help to progress this debate”, (p. 88)
What is meant by “epistemological aspects” are those features o f  tourism studies that 
assert or imply notions about the nature o f  tourism knowledge: what forms it take, 
how it is justified, its sources and its boundaries. In this sense, what follows might be 
thought o f  as an inquiry into the epistemology o f tour ism in an educational perspective.
2.4.1 Points of departure
Various claims and frameworks have been proposed with regard to the epistemology 
o f tourism. Mainly, these have been centered around the discipline/field debate. The 
implication here is that the achievement o f  disciplinary status would give tourism 
studies academic weight, their epistemological problems would be resolved and 
tourism would take its place on an equal par with those from other disciplines (Tribe, 
1999). However, while some scholars have interpreted the development o f tourism 
studies as an evolution towards disciplinary status, others have been unwilling to 
endorse its development as a distinct discipline. The game o f collecting quotations on 
this debate is almost too easy to play:
“... tourism education has developed to the point where ... that base has become 
an impediment. To overcome the defects stemming from a fundamentally 
fragmented curriculum, a new discipline needs to be created (Leiper, 1981,
71)
“It is well known that tourism is a domain of studies rather than a discipline in its 
own right”. (Wanhill, 1992, p. 78)
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while tourism studies could potentially develop into a discipline, it is 
concluded that there are many practical and philosophical reasons that hamper its 
evolution”. (Echtner and Jamal, 1997, p. 880)
“Is tourism a discipline comparable to the traditional ones of chemistry, 
architecture, geography, agriculture, or medicine”? (Gunn, 1998, p. 75)
To answer to the question posed by Gunn takes some doing. However, before 
embarking on the detail o f  the examination o f tourism’s disciplinary dilemma, it may be 
useful to make some preliminary comments on the notion o f a discipline. With the 
problem o f deciding what counts as a discipline and what does not, one must face at 
once one o f the inevitable complexities o f this terrain, the fact that it does not supply a 
single, authoritative answer to the question o f what disciplines are. Toulmin (1972) 
qualifies this point strongly:
“The division of men’s intellectual lives and activities into distinct disciplines is 
easy to recognise as a fact. But it is less easy to explain and ... to decide in what 
terms this subdivision is to be understood. How for instance, are such disciplines 
to be classified and defined”? (p. 145)
Indeed, Schwab (1964, p. 15) makes the “problem o f classification” central to the 
epistemologist’s inquiry into the character o f  disciplines. I f  any group o f complex 
things is to be classified, one is faced with a wide choice o f  bases o f  classification. 
(Even with books, one could classify them by year o f publication, by theme, by author 
or publisher, by size, or by some combination o f any o f these.) Disciplines are very 
complex, hence the diversity and variety o f available modes o f  classification is great. 
Against this complexity, verbal definitions o f  disciplines will hardly help (ibid.). One 
can give a definition that is sufficiently vague to include them all, but so vague that it is 
useless. I f  one attempts to give a reasonably precise definition, it does not fit them all. 
For example, a discipline has been described as a defined ar ea o f  study (King and 
Brownell, 1966). But this includes accountancy, business studies, and management 
studies, which are respectable claimants to being engaged with a defined area o f  study, 
but are neither disciplines nor pure forms o f knowing-how (Barnett, 1997a). I f  one 
adds the term scientific, that is, if  one defines disciplines as a defined area o f scientific 
study, then the aforementioned fields o f study are excluded but so is history (Scriven,
Higher Education for Tourism 21
1964). Thus, one finds oneself in the dilemma of either giving a definition too general 
to be of any use, or a specific one that does not encompasses all disciplines.
The discussion appeal's to have run into an impasse. Any attempt to lay down a 
definition as to what is to count as a discipline is open to the charge o f being either too 
broad or too narrow. Is there, then, any rational basis for deciding what counts as a 
discipline and what does not? This frustration of definition can be resolved by 
appealing to an alternative approach. This is exemplified in Toulmin’s (1972) Human 
Understanding. In this he suggested that the first step in analysing the character of 
disciplines is not by providing a general definition but by making their common 
(particulars shared by all disciplines) features explicit. In fact, in a key statement in 
the recent literature on the epistemology of tourism Tribe seems to support Toulmin’s 
suggestion. Commenting on his earlier work “The indiscipline of tourism” (Tribe, 
1997) he describes his own line o f inquiry in the following way:
“The proposition of ‘The Indiscipline of Tourism’ is substantiated by a series of 
logical moves based upon the premise that a discipline must conform to a 
number of conditions. ... a set of defining characteristics of a discipline are laid 
out in considerable detail, providing a framework against which the case of 
tourism is subsequently tested”. (Tribe, 2000b, p. 810)
For the purposes o f this analysis, then, the proper starting point will be the 
identification o f the distinguishing features of disciplines. Taxonomies o f the criteria 
of disciplines have been generated in a wide variety of ways and have yielded a 
multiplicity o f different structures. Here, though, there is also a very significant 
consensus about the basic requirements o f a discipline. While some analysts (e.g. 
Toulmin, 1972; Hirst, 1974) focus on epistemological considerations, presenting 
disciplines as each characterised by its body o f concepts, methods and fundamental 
aims, and others such as Whitley (1984) define them as organised social grouping, 
most agree with Price (1970, cited in Becher, 1994, p. 152) in seeing both elements as 
essential -  “we cannot and should not artificially separate the matter of substantive 
content from that o f social behaviour”. Thus, when we speak of a discipline we tend 
to run together the notions of a particular field of knowledge and an associated group
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o f academics. Put differently, a discipline is defined in terms o f its intellectual content 
as much as by its adoptive community.
Against this background, King and Brownell’s (1966) classification o f the isomorphic 
features o f the several autonomous disciplines seems to be a particularly apposite one 
for the purposes o f this enquiry. (An isomorph is “something identical with, equal to, 
alike, or the same as something else in form, shape, or structure” (ibid., p. 95).) It 
offers a number o f advantages over its competitors. It is capable o f  making more 
subtle distinctions than the abstract categorisations developed by Schwab (1964), but it 
is not so complex as to become unfunctional -  a defect from which Whitley’s (1984) 
scheme would appear to suffer. In contrast with the strictly epistemologically based 
taxonomies o f  Toulmin (1972) and Hirst (1974), it directs attention to the 
epistemological criteria o f  disciplines as well as to their social characteristics. (At this 
point it has to be noted that on the basis o f  the definition o f “epistemological aspects” 
provided in the end o f section 2.4, the social grouping characteristics o f  disciplines 
imply notions about the nature o f  knowledge and therefore carry epistemological 
weight.) Accordingly, it is the classification adopted in the subsequent analysis.
2.4.2 Tourism as a discipline
King and Brownell’s (1966) work on disciplines is now used as a framework for the 
evaluation o f tourism studies in this respect. In this they considered that a liberal 
education requires a curriculum that is consonant with the pluralism o f the world o f 
knowledge, as opposed to the world o f  work. For the purpose o f  this case, they 
proposed that a generalised representation or model o f that world should be developed 
and used to devise a theory o f curriculum. In their terms, such a logical system is 
necessary to link curriculum theory with the world o f  knowledge, as known through its 
developed disciplines. In their attempt to build such a model, they set forth the 
following distinguishing features o f the autonomous disciplines:
(1) They each consist o f  a consistent conceptual structure which is peculiar in 
character to the discipline -  the main concepts which the particular disciplines use as a 
vocabulary. For example, the central concepts o f  mathematics include number, integral
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and matrix. Herein also lies the pedagogical virtue o f a discipline -  that the knowledge 
which comprises it is peculiarly suited for teaching. Whatever is taught within a 
discipline framework draws strength and interest from its conceptual structure. This 
community o f  concepts allows students to know how each topic, as it comes along, fits 
into the whole scheme o f the discipline to which it belongs.
(2) Closely dovetailed to the conceptual structure o f a discipline is its mode o f 
inquiry. Mode o f inquiry here refers to the characteristic ways in which the scholars in 
a discipline work at the problem o f determining “what it does in terms o f discovery and 
truth, what criteria it uses for measuring the quality o f  its data ... and, in general, o f 
determining the route or pathway by which the discipline moves from its raw data to 
... its conclusion” (Schwab, 1964, p. 14). It has to be pointed out that inquiry within 
each discipline might be conducted according to different modes, however these are 
peculiar to the discipline.
(3) The conceptual structure and mode o f inquiry o f a discipline suggest a shared 
set o f meanings, beliefs, understandings and ideas; in short, a taken-for-granted way o f 
life, in which there is a reasonably clear difference between those on the inside and 
those on the outside o f  the discipline. It follows logically that those on the inside 
recognise each other as one o f  themselves, thus forming a community o f  like-minded 
scholars. In its very nature then, being a member o f  a disciplinary community involves 
a sense o f  identity and personal commitment, a matter o f taking on a cultural frame 
that defines a great part o f one’s life.
(4) In essence, these communities o f persons share a domain o f intellectual inquiry. 
In most general terms, this domain is that aspect o f man’s concern on which the 
members o f  the discipline focus their attention. Stated more specifically, the domain is 
that which the members o f  the community define it to be. The domain is most often 
used to define and name the body o f persons that make a discipline. In this sense, it 
bestows personal identity in the larger territory o f  academic life and sustains the 
community as a community.
(5) This sense o f community is further established by the special language forms 
that it uses. This is clearly so in the case o f  those disciplines that embody a particular 
symbolism o f their own (as in mathematics), or a significant number o f  specialised 
terms (as in many o f the social sciences), placing them to a greater or lesser degree 
beyond the reach o f specialists in other disciplines and o f persons in general. But in
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more subtle ways the exclusion also operates in those disciplines (such as history and 
philosophy) that pride themselves on not being jargon-ridden, since the communication 
here nonetheless creates a particular set o f highly specialised meanings assigned to 
common terms in such a way that it is not easy for an outsider to imitate.
(6) The discourse o f any disciplinary community is built on the discourse o f  its 
forebears. Its character can be understood only from the historic view. In King and 
Brownell’s (1966, pp. 75-76) words: “The present observation platform from which 
intellectual horizons are scanned and research expeditions planned was laboriously 
constructed by the intellectual activity o f  heroes o f the past”. In this sense, disciplines 
display a continuity o f intellectual concerns or problems around which successive 
generations o f scholars focus their work. Analysed in these terms, the problems o f a 
disciplinary community form a tradition o f affiliated problems that are linked together 
in a continuous family tree -  what Toulmin (1972, p. 148) would have called a 
“genealogy o f problems”.
(7) Each discipline has an inheritance o f books, articles, research reports, and other 
symbolic expressions o f the community, which comprise its communications network. 
This network o f communications is the sine qua non o f disciplinary scholarship, in that 
both the promotion o f knowledge (the main epistemological concern) and the 
establishment o f a discipline’s identity (the key social consideration) are necessarily 
dependent on it. In short, the existence o f a communications network gives substance 
to the links between disciplines and disciplinary communities.
(8) In addition to its more clearly rational attributes, a discipline has an emotional 
dynamism. By this [dynamism] is meant the power o f leading on to further 
understanding. On this issue Philip Phenix, an educational theorist, meditates (1962, p. 
278): “A discipline is a living body o f knowledge, containing within itself a principle o f 
growth. ... A discipline contains a lure to disco veiy. Its ideas excite the imagination to 
further exploration”. As a result o f  this dynamism, discipline scholars are consistently 
affected by the appearance o f imaginative ideas developed in studies both within and 
farther afield their discipline, the creative impulses o f which can never be said to falter.
Tourism cannot be regarded as a discipline for several reasons. King and Brownell’s 
set o f necessary characteristics o f  a discipline can be used to illustrate the point. First, 
tourism studies can, in fact, parade a number o f  concepts such as the tourism
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multiplier, the tourism area life-cycle (TALC), the destination carrying capacity, and 
tourist behaviour. However, these concepts are hardly peculiar* to tourism. Indeed, 
they are concepts that have started life elsewhere and been escalated or limited in their 
inclusiveness to give them a tourism dimension (Tribe, 1999). For example, Butler’s
(1980) TALC springs from geography, biology and marketing but has been centrally 
located within tourism to illustrate the development o f  destinations and their 
interrelationship with market evolution. Similarly, the concept o f  the multiplier has 
been developed by economists. Seen in this light, tourism concepts need to be 
understood generally within the logical structure o f their provider discipline. They do 
not link together in any logical way and their* only link is the object o f  their* study, 
which is tourism (Tribe, 1997). Because o f  this, tourism concepts are atomised and do 
not form a consistent structure.
Second, tourism does not have any mode o f inquiry which is particular to itself but 
rather utilises those modes that are found in its contributory disciplines. Indeed, Gunn 
(1994), speaking about the relationship between the nature o f tourism and the use o f 
research methods, asserts that:
“tourism is a complex phenomenon, and, therefore, the research of tourism must 
utilise all the disciplinary approaches that will be most useful in solving problems 
and in providing new information”, (p. 9)
The case can be promoted by posing a typical tourism puzzle and examining whether 
its resolution requires referral to other disciplines. (The idea behind this line o f  inquiry 
belongs to Tribe (1999, pp. 90-91). The following discussion heavily depends on 
Tribe’s unpacking o f  the concept o f  “tourism satisfaction”.) Let this typical tourism 
puzzle be that o f  “tourist behaviour”. When one begins to unravel the concept o f 
“tourist behaviour” it becomes evident that one must embark upon a pathway o f 
inquiry that leads on several disciplinary routes. The term behaviour, for example, may 
contain psychological elements when one probes into factors influencing behaviour. 
Behaviour may also contain sociological elements when one examines the social 
context in which this behaviour takes place. Assuming that some o f these conceptual 
issues have been resolved, one might move onto the quantification o f ‘^tourist 
behaviour”, which is essentially a statistical matter. In fact, the central concept to be
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investigated within the concept o f  “tourist behaviour” is that o f “behaviour”. Once a 
mode o f inquiry for the conceptualisation and measurement o f “behaviour” has been 
decided, the term can then be easily applied to a tourism context. Therefore, the 
adopted mode o f inquiry is built using contributory disciplines.
What about a “a community o f like-minded scholars”? The point can be addressed in 
the form o f another question. What, if  anything, do the following members o f a 
tourism faculty have in common: the tourism sociologist, the tourism marketer, the 
tourism geographer and the lecturer o f  tourism policy? Other than their having the 
same employer, what does it mean to say that they are each members o f  the same 
community? For, if  pressed, many are likely to say that they feel more in common with 
others with a similar disciplinary background in other institutions than with tourism 
academics in the same institution. In this sense, those outside the tourism academic 
community are more influential than those on the inside. Eventually, the tourism 
academic community is apparently disintegrated into a multitude o f discrete 
disciplinary cultures. This analysis is supported by Tribe’s (1999) findings for tourism 
studies that:
“[tourism] academics are more likely to identify themselves within a community of 
others from a similar disciplinary or functional background, than place themselves 
within a tourism community. The tourism academic community turns out to be 
atomised and exert weaker influences than these other social groupings”, (p. 92)
Stuart’s (2002) treatment o f  the theme too concluded that the tourism academic 
community:
“is not a community which can be characterised by togetherness, or involving a 
team approach to subject development. [It] has not become as apparent (linked to 
a perceived lack of respectability) or consistent as one might have expected after 
15 years of the subject’s existence at an undergraduate level”, (p. 9)
Do tourism scholars share a defined domain o f intellectual inquiry that reinforces their 
sense o f  community? The struggle to define tourism, the substantive aspect o f  tourism 
studies on which tourism scholars focus their attention, best exemplifies that this is not 
the case. Indeed, Tribe (ibid.) identifies three different conceptual framings o f  tourism,
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namely: the tourist, the business environment, and the non-business environment. 
Tribe goes on to argue that the tourist and the business o f tourism have been seen to 
occupy the most prominent frame o f tourism definitions, displacing much o f the non- 
business environment framing. To this extent tourism displays a divisive tendency -  a 
preoccupation with tourist and business interests at the expense o f  those o f  the non­
business environment. There is also a contrast to be drawn here between approaches 
within each framing. A characteristic example o f  this is the “supply-side definition o f 
tourism” controversy, which concerned the development o f a single and widely 
accepted definition o f the tourism industry (i.e. business environment framing). The 
two scholars at the centre o f the dispute, Smith (1988, 1991) and Leiper (1990), found 
themselves at the heart o f  an acrimonious dispute. Such conflicts, however, have none 
o f the grand flavour o f  the disputes between the proponents o f different framings.
What is more, different framings connect to different value systems (Tribe, 1997). 
Within the community o f  tourism scholars are those who accent “domination over 
nature” and those who accent “harmony with nature”; those who value the natural 
environment as a resource and those who value its intrinsic value; and those who 
favour economic growth and those concerned with the effects o f  tourism on host 
nations and communities. In these terms, far from bestowing a sense o f  community 
identity by way o f a unifying domain, tourism studies face a much more schismatic 
prospect.
Fifth, tourism has not developed a specialised language or other system o f symbols 
different from the general language o f the times. A subtle indication o f this is given by 
Tribe (1999) in his examination o f  the term tourism:
“The word tourism is a problematic one. It is problematic because it is a word
used in common parlance. As such it can encompass a variety of meanings and its
everyday usage belies its importance when ascribed its full set of meanings”, (p.
62)
King and Brownell give the example o f mathematics ownership o f entire systems o f 
symbols which are different from ordinary language. But, the language o f tourism, as 
manifested in the relevant terminology, is usually so flexible and undefined, so open to
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emotional colour and misunderstanding, that causes the specialised discourse to be 
incomprehensible to the community o f tourism scholars. The lack o f accord in 
determining the boundaries o f  several tourism terms is a telling proof o f this. For 
example, in 1991 Hunt and Layne identified numerous inconsistencies and differences 
in various tourism terms o f  the time. In a similar vain, Diamantis (1998, p. 107), with 
special reference to the concept o f ecotourism, identifies a variety o f  terms, “all 
reflecting a variety o f paradigms and perspectives”. More recently, Poria, Butler and 
Airey (2001, p. 15) ask, when examining sub-groups which exist in the tourism 
literature, “Can [tourism researchers] distinguish heritage tourism from historic 
tourism, educational tourism, or cultural tourism”? Answering their own rhetorical 
query, the authors depict much existing tourism terminology as representing 
“uncertainty and lack o f  conceptual development within the subject” (ibid.). Thus, 
within the context o f  tourism studies one faces a paradoxical situation, where the 
special language forms that it uses are not easy even for the insiders to imitate.
Sixth, tourism has no claim to a long tradition o f research and scholarship. It is only 
during recent years that it has received some serious attention. Moreover, the 
discourse o f tourism scholars is constructed on the basis o f their distinctive positions 
and does not display a continuity o f intellectual concerns. A number o f  studies relating 
to the state o f  tourism scholarship provide tangible marks in support o f these 
contentions. In Jafari and Aaser’s (1988) examination o f doctoral dissertations related 
to tourism, they noted only sporadic attention given to tourism until the early 1970s. 
This triangulates well with Graburn and Jafari’s (1990) analysis o f  the history o f 
scholarship o f tourism. In this they asserted that “most studies have taken place since 
1970 [and] 50% o f them since 1980” (p. 1). Similarly, Poria, Butler and Airey (2001) 
note that only two tourism academic journals are more than three decades old. In his 
analysis o f  the evolution o f tourism research, Jafari (1991, p. 34) suggested that the 
“writings o f the last few decades are expressed mostly through individual opinions and 
research findings”. This conclusion matches that o f  Tribe (1997) who argues that 
different scholars set different puzzles and follow different puzzle-solutions. Taken 
together, the results o f these studies make it plain that tourism has not established 
anything that could be called a tradition or a “genealogy o f problems”.
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Seventh, tourism is developing a growing network o f communications. This is clearly 
reflected in the increasing number o f  textbooks, professional societies and academic 
journals that are established in the name o f tourism. However, there is only a 
superficial similarity between some journal titles and each journal performs certain 
research and development functions in the field. Developing the point, Tribe (1999) 
notes:
“It is possible to classify journals into those which are primarily about the 
business of tourism (e.g. Tourism Management, Journal of Travel and Tourism 
Marketing, International Journal of Hospitality Management) and those which 
have a more open agenda (e.g. Annals of Tourism research, Journal of Tourism 
Studies, and Travel and Tourism Analyst)”, (p. 92)
With this in mind, the case for tourism studies as a homogenous project substantiated 
on the basis o f  its communications networks tends to disintegrate.
We come, finally, to the “emotional dynamism” o f tourism studies. Obviously there 
has been important growth in tourism knowledge. But this is not the complete picture 
o f  the power o f tourism knowledge o f leading on to further understanding. Although 
it is evident that tourism has witnessed a burst o f scholarship, there remains a 
legitimate question to be answered. Is tourism, it may be asked, affected by the 
appearance o f imaginative ideas and concepts that would stimulate further imaginative 
efforts o f  tourism scholars? On this issue, with particular reference to the quality o f 
research and publications, Ryan (1997) writes:
“[tourism scholars] are entrenched in a positivist tradition that is blinding [them] 
to developments in the other social sciences”, (p. 3)
Later in the same paper Ryan illustrates a number o f books that “place tourism within a 
wider context than simply being a business o f moving people” and adds:
“Yet, whereas such books appear, do the ideas these authors espouse impact upon 
the research being reported in the journals? I would have to generally conclude 
no”! (ibid.)
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Airey’s (2001) comments on the appearance o f  a new journal about tourism education 
are also instructive on the same topic:
“There is little here that offers insights based on the extensive research and 
literature of education. Instead, the journal gives us a recycling of issues from the 
tourism literature”, (p. 185)
In a similar manner, Lowych, van Langenhave and Bollaert (1992, p. 30) depict much 
existing tourism research as “simple and sterile”. The treatment o f  the dynamism o f 
tourism studies by the above scholars, clearly questions its creative impulses and 
indicates a paucity o f generative ideas or conceptions within the field.
We may conclude from the above analysis that tourism is not a discipline. Indeed, 
tourism has been shown not to fulfill any o f the criteria necessary for a discipline to 
exist. Its main shortcomings in this respect are first a lack o f internal unity, and second 
a ready reliance on contributory disciplines. On these grounds, the attempt by some to 
legitimate tourism studies by packaging it up as a discipline fails on logical grounds.
2.4.3 Tourism as a science
In the absence o f disciplinary status, a number o f  scholars have turned to science for an 
appropriate epistemological framework o f tourism studies. For example, Leiper
(1981) makes a plea for the establishment o f “tourology”, or a distinct science o f 
tourism, to:
“lighten the burden which the fragmented body of knowledge is presently imposing 
on scholars with broad-based interests in the field” (p. 82)
Rogozinski’s (1985) proposed science o f “tourismology” makes a similar 
presupposition to Leiper that tourism can be studied scientifically. He argues that the 
study o f tourism as a complex phenomenon cannot be adequately addressed within any 
one existing discipline:
“The fact of the singling out of such disciplines as economy of tourism, geography 
of tourism, sociology of tourism ... This trend corresponds to the tendency
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towards specialisation, its basic drawback being the ‘selective’ character of 
tourism research”, (p. 9)
He further suggests that if  the elements o f  tourism continue to be studied 
independently (i.e. not as a whole), arguments will persist with regard to its definitions, 
scope, and frameworks. These disagreements will stem mainly from attempts to define 
tourism from within various disciplinary boundaries. According to him, it will only be 
through the emergence o f a distinct science, such as tourismology, that a general 
theory o f tourism will be developed. Tourismology would facilitate the integration o f 
the scientific achievements and methods o f the many disciplines engaged in tourism 
research and would allow tourism to be examined as a composite phenomenon.
While Rogozinski conveniently omits the question o f a tourismological method, Jovicic 
(1988) elaborates on the point:
“The elaboration of methodological questions is one of the priority tasks of 
tourismology. ... In this regard one should verify various scientific methods 
applied in tourism research so as to develop its own model”, (p. 4; emphasis 
added)
The stratagem which Jovicic’s analysis exposes is that o f using the scientific method in 
order to give tourism the clarity and coherence o f the physical sciences. To the extent 
that the application o f the scientific method is possible, one might say that science 
solves some problems o f tourism studies -  i.e. it provides a systematic check o f 
tourism knowledge (Gunn, 1987). But it also has to be recognised that not all parts o f 
the tourism phenomenon are scientifically quantifiable or are indeed scientific puzzles 
(Tribe, 1999). Thus, whilst the scientific embraces empirical forms o f knowledge, 
what o f  philosophical, aesthetic, historical and sociological forms? Moreover, there 
are many significant liberal and ethical questions facing tourism (Tribe, 2000a, 2002a). 
In this type o f account, then, scientific method can only provide systematic check o f 
parts o f  the world o f  tourism. It follows logically that tourism studies requires greater 
epistemological breadth than that o f science.
Schwab (1962) has also cautioned against what he terms an “oversimplified version o f 
syntactical structure”, that o f  the scientific method:
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“This [version] tells us that science proceeds through four steps. There is, first, 
the noting of data relevant to our problem. Second, there is the conceiving of a 
hypothesis. Third, the hypothesis is tested ... Finally, a conclusion is stated, 
asserting the verification or non-verification of the hypothesis. So we are given 
the impression that the goal of all sciences is a congeries of well-verified 
hypotheses. We are left with the impression that verification is only of one kind -  
the discovery that expected sequences occur in fact”, (pp. 203-204)
I f  this were all there were to tourism’s syntax (mode o f inquiry), there would have 
been no problems. Unfortunately, this is not all there is. For different parts o f tourism 
have different starting points and different goals. That is, their phenomena may be 
conceived in vastly different ways, so also may what they conceive to be sound 
knowledge. Consequently, the process o f  discovery and verification that they follow is 
also different.
2.4.4 Tourism as field(s)
Turning now to the bearing o f this discussion on tourism as a field, certain general 
comments about the characteristic features o f  fields can be made. The notion o f a field 
has affinities with that o f a discipline, as may be seen from the following comment by 
Henkel (in Boys et al., 1988):
“Both disciplines and fields are communities as well as forms of knowledge. As 
such they develop and change over time. In practice, then, it may be difficult to 
assign some particular subjects to one category or another”, (p. 181)
Yet, fields are neither disciplines nor subdivisions o f any discipline (Hirst, 1993) and a 
number o f dividing lines between them can be recognised.
In this light, an attempt to locate a tidy pattern in the relationship between fields and 
disciplines might go something like this, A general distinction can be made (Tribe, 
1999) between the ways fields and disciplines relate to the phenomenological world. 
As stated earlier, each o f the established disciplines has distinct “conceptual, logical 
and methodological features” (Hirst, 1974, p. 41) and each has its own unique
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concepts, distinctive logical structure, truth criteria and modes of inquiry for defining 
and exploring a particular part of the external world.
Fields follow an opposite flow of knowledge. They are clusterings o f inquiry and 
reflection which are “engaged with a loosely defined territory o f action and issues in 
the world” such as transport, management, tourism and accountancy (Barnett, 1997a, 
p. 172). In turn, the resources that might be harnessed to investigate and explain these 
issues are varied: they may include concepts and theories from the disciplines (and 
many disciplines might be called upon) but they are also likely to include codifying 
practice “deemed to be good, and judgements o f value and effectiveness as well as of 
efficiency and economy” (ibid.). Henkel (in Boys et al., 1988, p. 185) makes a similar 
point more succinctly: “fields draw upon all sorts of knowledge that may illuminate 
them”.
Hirst (1974), in his turn, explains the contrast between disciplines which can be 
“distinguished by their dependence on some particular kind of test against experience 
for their distinctive expressions” (p. 45) and fields which “are not concerned to 
validate any one logically distinct form of expression” (p. 46). Fields, as Hirst 
indicates, are:
“formed by building together round specific objects, or phenomena, or practical 
pursuits, knowledge that is characteristically rooted elsewhere in more than one 
discipline. ... They are held together simply by their subject matter, drawing on 
all forms of knowledge that can contribute to them”, (ibid.)
Several tourism scholars have considered tourism as a field as depicted by the above 
definitions. The perspective is well expressed in a statement by Gilbert (1990) 
examining the conceptual issues in the meaning o f tourism:
“[Tourism] as a phenomenon has meaning but no substantial property. ... it has 
drawn on other disciplines in order to develop theoretical and empirical roots 
applied to tourism as a phenomenon. This has led to a body of knowledge and 
domain of study which have been formed from the melting-pot of Geography, 
Economics, Sociology, Psychology, Business Science and Anthropology” (pp. 4-
5)
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Agreeing with Gilbert, in a statement quoted earlier in the chapter, Gunn (1994) 
observes:
“tourism is a complex phenomenon, and, therefore, the research of tourism must 
utilise all the disciplinary approaches that will be most useful in solving 
problems and in providing new information”, (p. 9)
Gunn proceeds to list the main disciplines he considers as contributing to tourism as 
marketing, behaviour, business, history, geography, anthropology, political science, 
planning and design, and futurism (Gunn defines futurism as “applied history” aimed 
at identifying key trend factors that can influence major changes in tourism in the 
future).
To facilitate the presentation o f further considerations, the following diagram (see 
page 35) by Jafari and Ritchie (1981), which seems to capture the character of 
relationships discussed here, is illustrated.
This model is illustrative o f the multidisciplinary nature of tourism. However, in the 
light o f the above discussion on the relationship between fields and disciplines, a 
number o f modifications, as suggested by Tribe (1997, pp. 648-651), are proposed.
The outer circle o f boxes is denoted by Jafari and Ritchie as departments or 
disciplines and the inner circle of boxes as tourism courses. In this sense, the outer 
circle includes the disciplinary approaches to the study of tourism while the inner ring 
the objects o f study essentially situated within the field of the discipline’s interest. 
But a closer examination o f the figure reveals a mixing o f disciplines and objects of 
study in the outer circle causing undue confusion. Therefore, while sociology, 
economics and psychology represent individual disciplines, transportation, parks and 
recreation, and education clearly do not. For example, Gunn (1992), stressing the 
need for multidisciplinary tourism education, writes:
“If the element of travel is to be understood, several specialties are implied. 
Certainly, all forms of passenger transportation are critical. ... Several academic 
disciplines come into play when one considers the breadth of transportation”, (p.
266)
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Figure 2.1 A model of tourism studies as a field
□  Department or Discipline 
□  Tourism Course
Source: Jafart and Ritchie, 1981, p. 23
Later in the same paper Gunn, commenting on the expansion o f recreation and park 
programmes o f study to include tourism, argues:
“These programmes provided not merely the separate specialties but rather a mix 
that related tourism to the more traditional park and recreation emphases. ... 
Because the fields of park, recreation and tourism have a high-degree of subject- 
matter overlap, there is much to be gained by combined education at both the 
university and community education levels”, (pp. 266-267)
On this count, transport, and parks and recreation emerge as tourism puzzles (i.e. 
objects o f study) rather than as methods o f analysis (i.e. disciplinary approaches). 
They should therefore be positioned in the inner ring.
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The positioning o f business, marketing and law is also problematic. Business studies is 
not a discipline and, indeed, some o f the leaders in this field would firmly repudiate any 
aspirations to disciplinary status (Boys et al., 1988). Rather it is a field o f enquiry, 
drawing on a number o f disciplines and prescriptions informed by practice in an 
organised effort to net a number o f  like activities and practical problems in the world 
o f  business. Indeed, Henkel (in Boys et al., 1988) argued that business studies are 
built round the disciplines o f  economics, mathematics, and sociology, together with the 
core components o f accountancy and law. On the latter point, Tribe (1997) contends 
that marketing could also be added to this group o f core components.
Business, marketing, and law thus pose problems for Jafari and Ritchie’s model and a 
quite significant reformulation o f it is required before their arrangement can take place. 
This is because following the above analysis the field o f tourism studies (TF) breaks 
down into two fields. The first field crystallises about the business o f tourism and is 
denoted by Tribe as “tourism field one” (TF1). The identity o f  this is:
“borrowed from the increasingly mature field of business studies which has now 
tentatively carved out a particular territory as its own. Tourism business studies 
shares a similar territory to business studies but in a tourism context. It therefore 
includes the marketing of tourism, tourism corporate strategy, tourism law, and 
the management of tourism”. (Tribe, 1997, p. 649)
The second field o f tourism studies (TF2) contains the non-business elements o f 
tourism and it does not appear to have a unifying element (other than the link with 
tourism). It includes areas such as psychographics in tourism, tourism environmental 
impacts, and sociocultural and heritage perspectives. Therefore, the field o f tourism 
may be represented thus (Tribe, 1997, p. 649):
(TF) =  TF1 + TF2.
However, it has to be noted that in practice it is difficult to maintain a precise 
distinction between the two types o f  fields. For example, concepts such as tourism 
psychographics reside essentially in TF2 but can indirectly affect the business o f
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tourism when used as a basis o f segmentation by tourism mar keters. In this sense they 
also overlap into TF1.
It is worth stating that similar problems have been recorded with other fields when 
attempts have been made to impose a single paradigm on them. With respect to 
engineering Henkel (in Boys et al., 1988) notes:
“The different branches of engineering constitute a still fragmented subject. ...
The kinds of problems they [engineers] are required to solve entail assumptions of 
eclecticism. Functional design and economic feasibility are among the important 
considerations and, in recent thinking, the social context as well”, (p. 186)
She rounds off her conspectus on the epistemic criteria o f the study o f English with a 
similar conclusion:
“[English] cannot be conceived within a settled and unified framework, within 
which theories and methods could be developed. At most, it [is] an arena in which 
two or more concepts of the subject have competed for acceptance, and these 
differ in the extent of their explicitness and articulation”, (pp. 186-187).
With the above analysis in mind, Jafari and Ritchie’s model is now revisited as a basis 
for the development o f a new model o f  tourism. This is illustrated in Figure 2.2. The 
outer circle is modified to include the individual disciplines concerned with tourism 
research, such as philosophy and sociology. Together, these comprise our main means 
o f understanding the world o f  tourism and they form the necessary basis for the 
progression o f tourism knowledge. The outer circle would also include disciplinary 
subdivisions, representing the disciplinary tools and techniques o f  analysis. Therefore, 
the outer circle serves as a useful point o f reference for understanding the variety and 
type o f question being raised by a tourism puzzle as well as for reaching for an 
appropriate methodology for analysis o f  the puzzle (due to lack o f  space in the figure 
discipline “n” is used to denote those disciplines that have been left out). The middle 
ring would then represent the two fields o f  inquiry in tourism: tourism and business 
studies.
Figure 2.2 Tribe’s model of tourism studies as fields
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Source: Tribe, 1997, p. 650
2.4.5 The production of tourism knowledge
Again, Tribe’s work provides a useful framework for considering the development o f 
tourism knowledge. In this, he takes as a stalling point the distinction between two 
different forms o f knowing about tourism -  prepositional knowledge (knowing that) 
and procedural knowledge (knowing how). (The original distinction is philosophical 
(see Ryle, 1949, pp. 26-60) but this has been used more recently in psychological 
analyses o f the nature o f  expertise (see Anderson, 1995, pp. 236-242).) With respect 
to prepositional knowledge, Tribe (1997, p. 639) suggests that “the truth o f a 
proposition must be validated against appropriate criteria generally provided by 
academic disciplines”. On the other hand he comments: “procedural knowledge may 
be validated against performance to certain standards”. In this context, prepositional 
knowledge has its roots in the academe and in theory while process knowledge comes 
from professional practice (Airey, 2003).
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The production o f prepositional knowledge may be located on the model in Figure 2.2. 
It occurs in the band k area, which lies between the outer and the middle circle TF. 
Band k represents an interesting area where several activities can be seen to be taking 
place. First, it represents the interface between the disciplines and the fields o f 
tourism. Tribe (1999, p. 100) refers to tourism knowledge that results from this 
interface as “multidisciplinary knowledge” -  a number o f  discrete disciplinary 
approaches to the field. Thus, that part o f  the tourism research field identical to the 
area ascribed to a given discipline, forms a multidisciplinary theory o f tourism. The 
tourism multiplier and the “demonstration effect” can serve as an example o f such 
multidisciplinary theories o f  tourism, resulting respectively from the interface between 
economics, sociology, and the field o f  tourism.
Nevertheless, band k does not solely represent the interface between a single discipline 
and the field o f tourism but can also serve as an area o f  interdisciplinary activity where 
disciplines come together to present new insights and new knowledge and perhaps 
create new theory (Tribe, 1999). For example, understanding and addressing the 
problem o f environmental pollution from tourism facilities might necessitate drawing 
on chemistry to analyse the pollutants being emitted and their affect in the atmosphere, 
biology to evaluate impact on affected natural systems, law to weigh the costs and 
benefits o f  various regulatory approaches, and sociology to understand public risk 
perception and response to the facilities.
It is useful here to note Piaget’s (1970) analysis o f the epistemology o f interdisciplinary 
research. In this he regarded interdisciplinarity as a conceptual tool capable o f 
producing interlanguages. He believed the maturation o f  general structures and 
fundamental patterns o f  thought across fields would lead to a general theory o f systems 
or structures. In a similar fashion, Eric Jantsch (1972, cited in Tribe, 1999, p. 102) 
envisioned an interdisciplinary epistemology o f generalised axiomatics, “characterised 
by the explicit formulation o f a uniform, discipline transcending terminology or a 
common methodology”. The development o f  a particular* cluster o f interdisciplinary 
activity in the field o f  tourism lends evidence to support the above definitions. This 
cluster is identified as a coordinated and distinct set o f key concepts, problem solving 
structures, and organising principles, which turns out to be TF1, the field o f business
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tourism or, to borrow from Tribe (1999, p. 102), “business interdisciplinarity”. It has 
to be noted that these principles and concepts are partially grounded in the disciplines 
and partially in the activities o f the business world.
Tribe went on to relate the multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary dimensions o f 
tourism studies to Gibbons et aVs (1994) Mode 1 of knowledge production. Mode 1 
knowledge is generated with emphasis on disciplinary boundary work and 
certification. Traditionally this is knowledge that is mostly developed in academia 
and for which, according to Tribe (1999, p. 103), “disciplinary-based methodology 
and peer review are the hallmarks of quality control”. Mode 1 is the normal 
underpinning for higher level study and in many ways the development o f tourism as a 
field o f study has been found on this type of knowledge (Airey, 2002). Thus, band k 
can be conceived o f as being within the realm of higher education and the site of 
Mode 1 form of knowledge production for tourism (Tribe, 1997).
The other type o f tourism knowledge identified by Tribe (knowing how) is developed 
outside the academic community and the sites o f such knowledge production include 
“industry, government, think tanks, interest groups, research institutes and 
consultancies” (Tribe, 1999, p. 103). Tribe labels this second area o f knowledge 
generation Mode 2 and quotes Gibbons et al. (1994) to explain that:
“[Mode 2] operates within a context of application in that problems are not set 
within a disciplinary framework ... It is not being institutionalised primarily 
within university structures ... [and] makes use of a wider range of criteria in 
judging quality control”, (p. vii)
He gives examples o f such knowledge production in tourism as including 
“developments and applications of information technology for tourism such as smart 
hotel rooms, yield management systems and computerised reservations developments 
-  developed in the industry for the industry” (Tribe, 1999, p. 103). From this, it 
follows logically that the majority o f Mode 2 knowledge production occurs within the 
business world of tourism (TF1) in the upper part of the centre circle o f Figure 2.2.
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It is important to point out that in Mode 2 new configurations o f research work are 
being generated continuously and the number o f places where research is performed 
has increased. Gibbons et ah (1994) describe this process as a movement beyond older 
disciplinary structures and interdisciplinary practices to a synthetic reconfiguration and 
recontextualisation o f available knowledge. (It is in this sense that Tribe speaks o f 
Mode 2 knowledge as extradisciplinary.) As a result, expertise is drawn from a wider 
range o f organisations and multiple stakeholders are involved in formulating a problem 
from the beginning, bringing heterogeneous skills and expertise to the problem-solving 
process. As organisational boundaries o f control blur, new criteria for knowledge 
evaluation emerge. Tribe (1999) concludes on this last point:
“Mode 2 knowledge production ... is developing its own epistemology. [This] 
knowledge judges success by its ability to solve a particular problem, its cost 
effectiveness and its ability to establish competitive advantage, that is its 
effectiveness in the real world”, (p. 103)
2.4.6 Typologies of fields and disciplines
The proposition that tourism is not a discipline but two distinct fields has implications 
for the way in which tourism studies is developing. As the following discussion 
demonstrates, fields o f  study are more readily susceptible to external influences than 
traditional disciplines.
Typologies o f fields and disciplines have been generated in a wide variety o f ways, and 
have yielded a multiplicity o f  different structures. For example, in marking the 
contrasts between what he calls the restricted and the unrestricted sciences, Pantin 
(1968) writes:
“There is one real distinction between sciences like the biologies and the physical 
sciences. The former are unresti'icted and their investigator must be prepared to 
follow their problems into any other science whatsoever. The physical sciences, 
as they are understood, are restricted in the field of phenomena to which they are 
devoted. They do not require the investigator to traverse all other sciences ... The
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fundamental contrast is not between biological and physical sciences, but between 
unrestricted and restricted sciences”, (p. 24; original emphasis)
Restricted sciences are also characterised by an esoteric theoretical closure that draws 
clear domain boundaries, while unrestricted fields are less theoretically specific 
(Whitley, 1977). Under Pantin’s typology, then, tourism must be surely classified as 
unrestricted in that it does not provide a distinctive structured way o f analysing the 
tourism world. Its problems are not susceptible to solution through established 
theoretical frameworks and methods that are peculiar- to tourism. Rather tourism 
investigators need to follow their problems into the logical structure o f  tourism’s 
contributory disciplines. Moreover, the boundaries o f tourism studies are highly 
flexible. As much o f the subject o f tourism is potentially that o f  business 
interdisciplinarity, its boundaries change with the needs o f  successful business and 
management.
Tourism can be classified according to a number o f  other typologies. For example, 
Becher and Trowler (2001) describe a typology based on the observation o f how fields 
and disciplines are brought into being. They identify two modes o f  genesis, drawing a 
basic distinction between those fields and disciplines which come into being due to 
internal causes, and those that owe their origins to reasons that lie outside the sphere 
o f  purely academic influence. Internally generated fields are stemming:
“either from fission, the process by which a large and increasingly independent 
specialism breaks away from the parent discipline to establish an autonomous 
existence, or from fusion, the amalgamation of two overlapping specialisms from 
different specialisms and their subsequent emergence as a new field”. (Becher and 
Trowler, 2001, p. 171)
In contrast, tourism is externally generated in that the origins o f  its development as an 
academic endeavour have been prompted by the perceived employment needs o f  the 
tourism industry (Airey, 1981, 2003). Indeed, Becher and Kogan (1992) draw 
attention to a single pattern o f  external generation, namely that stemming from 
potential market demand. They characterise the responsiveness to market 
considerations as “particularly marked in relation to vocational courses”, whose
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establishment depends on their being seen both as “academically acceptable and as 
viable in terms o f student numbers” (cited in Beeher and Trowler, 2001, p. 171). 
Airey (2002) identified a similar process in tourism commenting that:
“if [tourism] is to prosper as an area of academic endeavour it needs to provide a 
secure base for the development of theory. [It] will only be able to do this if it 
continues to retain an adequate number of scholars ... and its popularity as an 
area of study”, (p. 16)
Becher and Trowler (2001) noted that the predominant feature o f externally generated 
disciplines is their susceptibility to non-academie interests. Since tourism studies has 
been strongly rooted in industry practice, business interests are particularly able to 
invade its autonomy in the name o f “relevance”.
Reference to Becher’s (1989) typology o f disciplines and fields also points up the 
vulnerability o f  tourism to the external world. Becher, in his study o f academic 
“tribes” and the territories they occupy, relies on the work o f Kolb (1981) and Biglan 
(1973) with regard to the characters o f  the knowledge fields which academics perceive 
they occupy. Two main dimensions o f  knowledge are identified by Becher on the basis 
o f  Kolb and Biglan’s work: hard versus soft, and pure versus applied. The position o f 
a discipline in the hard-soft dimension is determined by reference to the degree to a 
which an overarching paradigm exists. The second is related to the degree o f concern 
with application. When academic fields are mapped on this two-dimensional space, a 
four-fold typology o f disciplines emerges:
“In the hard pure quadrant are clustered the natural sciences and mathematics, 
while the hard applied quadrant includes the science-based professions, most 
notably the engineering fields. The soft applied quadrant encompasses what might 
be called the social professions, such as education, social work and law. The soft 
pure quadrant includes the humanities and social sciences”. (Kolb, 1981)
It is not immediately clear where tourism belongs in such a classification. Certainly 
since tourism has no overarching paradigm it belongs on the soft rather than the hard 
end o f  this particular continuum. On the other continuum it could be either pure (as in 
the case o f  tourism psychology) or applied (as in the case o f  tourism management).
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However, the developing orthodoxy o f tourism knowledge clearly favours the soft 
applied quadrant (Tribe, 1999). This has clear implications for the development of 
tourism studies. For example, Becher and Trowler (2001) provide a detailed 
exploration o f the way in which soft pure fields are susceptible to dictation by non- 
academic interests:
“soft pure academic communities are susceptible to industrial sponsorship and 
consultancy [and] the direction their research takes is ... likely to be dominated 
by state agencies and government-funded research councils with a bias towards 
enquiry which can be represented as socially useful”, (p. 169)
In many ways, Becher and Trawler’s comments on the susceptibility o f soft applied 
knowledge to dictation by non-academic groups can be related to tourism. On his 
treatment o f this theme Tribe (1999) concludes:
“The world of work does exert a steady influence on tourism. HMI (1992) 
reports instances of industry’s involvement in tourism higher education and 
notes involvement of the national training board of the Association of British 
Travel Agents (ABTA). Industry has sponsored academic posts with, for 
example, Travelbag chair of tourism at the University of Bournemouth and the 
RCI chair at Nene College of Higher Education. ... Equally many courses have 
industrial liaison groups and the aim of many courses is to produce graduates for 
industry”, (p. 28)
The implication o f this analysis is that tourism studies is amenable to a number of 
outside interventions, but particularly business ones. The consequence o f this may be 
recorded on Figure 2.2. It is that the business field o f tourism (TF1) exerts a strong 
pull on knowledge production and that much tourism knowledge is generated for 
efficient use in the business world.
2.5 The tourism curriculum
The development o f tourism knowledge, of course, has major implications for the 
tourism curriculum. Again, Tribe’s (1999, 2002c) work on tourism education provides 
a framework for examining this. Starting from the idea o f a curriculum space, which
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he describes as the “expanse or area that contains the range o f possible contents o f a 
curriculum” (Tribe, 1999, p. 111), he goes on to suggest that a potential contest exists 
over the contents o f the curriculum. This contest arises because curriculum design 
involves choice, including or excluding some components, that places the eventual 
resting position o f the framed curriculum over different parts o f the curriculum space. 
Related to this is the impact on framing decisions exerted by a number o f stakeholders 
with power to change the character o f the curriculum. Illustrating these points, Airey 
and Tribe (2000) remark that:
“since the curriculum space is ultimately limited by, for example, the length of the 
course, or the capacity of students to develop their knowledge, or the resources of 
the institution, decisions between competing influences, about the use of the space, 
inevitably have to be taken and in the process the curriculum is framed so that 
some items are included and some are excluded”, (p. 284)
This is set out diagrammatically in Figure 2.3.
Figure 2.3 Curriculum space and influences
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This analysis is developed further by Tribe (1999) in his analysis o f the aims and values 
guiding curriculum design in tourism. Here he divides curriculum space along two
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axes: the vocational-liberal axis and the action-reflection axis. The first relates to the 
different purposes and ends o f the curriculum, and the second to the ways in which the 
curriculum sets out to achieve these ends. The vocational-liberal axis extends from 
curricula where knowledge is pursued for effectiveness at work to those where 
knowledge is chosen because it satisfies intellectual curiosity. The action-reflection 
axis runs from curricula where students are involved in putting ideas in practice to 
those that focus on the cognitive processes o f the mind. In Tribe’s (1999) words:
“The ends of the curriculum may be on the one hand vocational ends, focused on 
employability and tourism profitability and on the other hand liberal ends, focused 
on understanding”, (p. 117)
He goes on to suggest that:
“[Reflection] is a stance which emphasises scepticism and is characterised by the 
use of evaluative terms such as truthfulness, rightfulness, appropriateness and 
goodness. ... [Action] is getting on with things, involvement with the world, doing, 
and engaging with the world as lived”, (pp. 118-119)
The relationship between these axes is illustrated in Figure 2.4.
Figure 2.4 The vocational/liberal and action/reflection axes
Source: Tribe, 1999, p. 120
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As far as the tourism curriculum is concerned, the issue from this is the extent to which 
the curriculum is confined to the vocational/action quadrant o f the curriculum space 
(Tribe, 1999). There are strong connections here with the way in which tourism and 
tourism knowledge were categorised in previous sections. It is in this space that 
procedural knowledge predominates. It is also in this space that students learn about 
the size, operations and technical aspects o f the tourism industry (the business world o f 
tourism) rather than consider the wider aspects o f the phenomenon.
This emphasis on practical and industry-oriented content is evident in module titles 
such as Operations Management for Tourism and Tourism Marketing. The CNAA 
report (1993, p. 1) at the early 1990s suggested that most tourism courses “are 
primarily vocationally orientated. Course structure and the enrolment o f  students, are 
strongly linked with employment in the tourism industry”. This can be seen in the 
example o f  the contents o f a typical degree course in tourism in the UK in the 1990s, 
provided in Table 2.3.
Table 2.3 Tourism course - BA (Hons) Tourism
Year 1
Introduction to Tourism; Tourism Environments; Tourism Economics; People, Work and Tourism; 
Law; Accounting and Finance; Information; Residential Field Trip.
Year 2
Economics and Finance of Tourism Operations; Human Resource Management; Tourism Marketing; 
Law related to Tourism; Administration of Tourism; Assessment of Tourism Resources; Research 
Methods; Residential Field Trip.
Year 3
Industrial Placement 
Year 4
Tourists and Destination; Business and Tourism; Options; Dissertation.
Source: Her Majesty’s Inspectorate, 1992
A similar focus is to be found in the aims o f the programmes. For example, Airey and 
Johnson (1999) identified the “aims and objectives” o f tourism degree courses in the 
UK, which are dominated by instrumental and vocational concerns, as given in Table 
2.4.
Higher Education for Tourism 48
Table 2.4 Top five “aims and objectives” of tourism degree courses
Aims and objectives Mentions (n -  99)
Career opportunities 16
Employment/employer links/work 53
Tourism industry: Iarge/important/global/growth 50
Vocational/“reality” skills/theory into practice 48
Tourism industry: international opportunities 45
Source: Airey and Johnson, 1999, p. 233
This theme is also picked up in a recent review conducted by the Quality Assurance 
Agency for Higher Education (QAA, 2000) which suggests that:
“Programmes with tourism in the title typically have their origins in providing a 
vocational understanding relevant for potential employment in some or all of the 
components of what is loosely referred to as the tourism industry. This includes 
activities in the private sector such as tour operators, airlines and hotel companies, 
as well as public and not-for-profit bodies such as tourist boards”, (p. 5)
From what has been said and from the examples o f courses and aims provided, it is 
clear that the tourism curriculum is predominantly focused on the vocational/action 
quadrant. However, it is certainly not confined to this. Airey’s (2002) study o f the 
growth and change in tourism education offers evidence which demonstrates, to a 
certain extent, a process o f  extension into the reflective and liberal areas o f the 
curriculum space. In this he goes on to compare two views o f the tourism curriculum 
in the UK, both resulting from national consultation exercises, taken in 1995 and 2000. 
As illustrated in Table 2.5, the first attempt, by the National Liaison Group for Higher 
Education (NLG) (now the Association o f Tourism in Higher Education, ATHE), at 
establishing a core curriculum for tourism tends to be conducted on an ostentatiously 
vocational level (see Holloway, 1995). This is revealed in the broad headings in the 
table, that serve to identify the topics that might be embraced by the study o f  tourism. 
By 2000 there is a clear shift in the emphasis toward liberal thinking and reflection. 
This is partly revealed in the headings in Table 2.5 and is even more clearly articulated
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Table 2.5 Curriculum for tourism
National Liaison Group (1995) QAA Subject Benchmark (2000)
• The meaning and nature of tourism • Concepts and characteristics of tourism as an
• The structure of the industry area of study
• The dimensions of tourism and issues of • Products, structure and interactions in the
measurement tourism industry
• The significance and impact of tourism • Role of tourism in communities and 
environments
• The marketing of tourism
• Nature and characteristics of tourists
• Tourism planning and management
• Policy and management of tourism
Source: Airey, 2002, p. 22
in their detailed contents with items suggesting, for example, that a typical graduate 
should be able to (QAA, 2000, pp. 15-16):
• “understand and appreciate the potential contributions o f  disciplines that help 
explain the nature and development o f  tourism”
• “understand the inter-cultural dimensions o f  tourism”
• “appreciate the ethical issues associated with the development o f  tourism”
In brief, the tourism curriculum is very much focused on the vocational/action area o f 
the curriculum space. Given the subject matter and the aims o f courses this is hardly 
surprising. There are signs, o f  course, o f  attempts to move the tourism curriculum out 
o f  the narrow territory framed by the vocational action quadrant, but it is still very 
much vocational and action orientated. Again quoting from the QAA review (2000, p. 
5), “most programmes have broadened from their vocational origins to embrace wider 
issues relating to the nature, impacts and meanings o f tourism, thereby furnishing an 
understanding o f what is now a major world phenomenon. However, most 
programmes still lay emphasis in career and vocational objectives”.
There is nothing particularly exceptional about this as far as the tourism curriculum is 
concerned. No part o f  the academic world is immune from interaction with its 
environment. However, as Becher and Trowler (2001, p. 179) observe, “the form that 
interaction takes ... reflects the nature o f  the knowledge domain in question”.
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Accordingly, this focus on the vocational-action quadrant reflects the current state o f 
tourism knowledge, which has a strong flavour o f  the business elements o f  tourism.
2.6 Research into tourism education: whose interests?
So far, the considerations that have been advanced have rested on a particular, 
restricted view o f the world o f tourism education. More specifically, this chapter has 
set out to explore a problem that lies at the margins o f the epistemology o f tourism 
studies and its association with certain aspects o f  the larger society it inhabits; namely, 
how the development o f  tourism studies and knowledge is being skewed by the 
operation o f particular business influences. To make sense o f  the complexities that 
beset this issue, a number o f  contextual factors that bear on the normalisation o f 
tourism studies in a less profound way, have been pushed into the background. In 
attempting at this point to set the findings into the narrower perspective o f  how the 
outside world impinges on the values o f individual tourism academics and the character 
o f  tourism educational research, again a deliberately limited ambition is posed by 
invoking the broader questions o f  educational research and contextual associations 
only insofar as they seem relevant to the themes already addressed. The purpose here 
will be to illustrate that the emerging vocational orthodoxy o f tourism education acts 
upon educational research in the field, pushing it in a particular direction, where it is 
subject to non-academic intervention and knowledge about teaching lags behind.
2.6.2 Outside influences on individual academics
Barnett’s (1990, p. 69) contention that “higher education is subject to infiltration by 
the wider society” applies in a direct and obvious way to the individual academic. The 
values and philosophies that academics espouse often have their origins outside the 
“library or laboratory” and their most obvious manifestations are likely to be in 
knowledge areas that are themselves value-laden (Becher, 1989). As Becher and 
Trowler’s (2001) influential study o f the linkages between academic cultures and 
disciplinary knowledge implies, an academic’s value position may show up in his or her 
work:
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“right-wing economists tend to espouse one set of theories and left-wing 
economists another ... Other social professions, such as education and social 
work, allow a more direct relationship ... between personal belief and 
occupational practice”, (p. 163)
Writing about the same phenomenon in relation to tourism, Tribe (1999, p. 106) 
makes a related point, arguing that “tourism studies turns out to be not an objective, 
value free search for tourism knowledge”. Tribe goes on to argue:
“Those operating within the business field will make different inroads into the 
external world of tourism to those who are operating within field TF2. ... The 
economist may see tourism in terms of its resources, and may see resource 
utilisation in terms of the production unit -  the firm. ... On the other hand the 
anthropologist may wish to explore those issues of tourism that result from 
tourism generated contacts between a host culture and the tourist’s culture”, (p.
107)
Nevertheless, a distinction may be drawn here between values being assimilated 
unconsciously or consciously (Henkel, 1987), As Wesseling (1985) notes, what 
academics see and understand may be conditioned by the contemporary intellectual 
climate, which rather more inadvertently than consciously has an influence on what 
kind o f values are internalised. It is perhaps this phenomenon which lies behind 
Tribe’s (1999) discussion o f the “normal” tourism curriculum. More specifically, 
Tribe uses the concept o f “normal science” to illuminate the predominance of 
vocationalism in tourism degrees. Normal science was described by Kuhn (1970, p. 
5) “as the activity in which most scientists inevitably spend almost all their time”. 
Tribe extends this idea to describe normality in tourism education as “how scholars 
will go about their business, what is taught to students, what is published in journals, 
what are the pressing puzzles and what is the subject matter o f research activity”. 
Tribe’s point is that “normal” is defined according to that view o f tourism education 
developed and accepted by the current elders of the academic tribe o f tourism studies. 
Since these elders appear to reside predominately in Business and Management 
departments, “normal” tourism studies becomes the business o f tourism. Once 
established, this resulting normality becomes the so-called corpus of knowledge, 
establishing and sustaining values that are taken for granted, which in turn are
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enshrined (among other influential sources) in the curriculum. In considering the 
development o f a normal tourism curriculum, Tribe (1999) concludes:
“The development of an orthodoxy and a form of normal curriculum has 
important implications for values in the curriculum. By falling in with certain 
choices about the tourism curriculum we may be accepting values which we did 
not necessarily set out to endorse”, (p. 31)
The process of internalisation of values may in some instances be calculated rather 
than unconscious. Henkel (1987) remarks that:
“Academics are not, for the most part, helpless pawns in others’ games. They 
are reading the changes and adapting in order to sustain their positions. Where 
they can, they are coopting external funders and strengthening their currency in 
the institutional and student market place”. (cited in Becher and Trowler, 2001, 
p. 164)
Something o f this process was touched on by Stuart (2002, p. 9) who noted that 
tourism academics “busy themselves with what they perceive to be the more important 
issues” and “deliver courses which meet their personal aspirations and goals”. But 
there is evidence also o f resistance, o f a reluctance to go along with external trends. 
Again Stuart takes up the argument noting a reluctance amongst tourism academics to 
foster links with the industry links and vocational aims detailed in institutions’ 
promotional literature and validation documents and a tendency to focus instead on 
the more academic aspects o f the subject. For Stuart, this tendency represents mainly 
an attempt, on the part o f tourism academics, to rid the subject o f vocational links in 
order to enhance the subject’s academic respectability. Following this argument, the 
attempt o f tourism academics to distance themselves from vocationalism can be seen 
as further manifestation o f a calculated internalisation of values (i.e. academics’ desire 
to gain academic credibility), which passes under the name o f subject respectability. 
It is also useful at this point to introduce Stuart’s (p. 11) position that “institutions do 
not lean heavily on staff who are not delivering what the documentation states should 
be happening”. Seen in this light, in order to survive individuals have to subscribe
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to a particular set o f institutional values. Through this, dissenting voices favouring 
traditional academic abilities over vocationally oriented skills might be suppressed, not 
though by overt threat or punishment. Rather, academics are likely to exercise self- 
discipline within a framework o f values set by their institutions. The strength o f this 
conception o f normality in tourism education can be seen by reference back to Tribe 
(1999) who notes that:
“tourism education once it has established itself in a certain way will marginalise 
challenges to its established orthodoxy. [Tourism studies] will be progressed and 
legitimated within the parameters of what has become normal”, (p. 31)
Faced with this multiplicity o f  considerations, only two general points may confidently 
be made. The first is that certain outside influences continue to manifest themselves in 
the level o f  the individual tourism academic. The second is that the pattern o f 
involvement o f tourism academics with these influences can be seen to stem in part 
from their personal or professional concerns, but in comparably large part from 
extraneous considerations.
2.6.2 Outside influences on educational research
New considerations arise in turning from an examination o f how the outside world 
impinges on the aspirations and values o f individual academics to a review o f its effects 
on their research activities into tourism education. Over the last 30 years, tourism 
educational research has become big business and has been a key element o f  the 
support structure o f tourism education (Airey, 2002). The aspiration to conduct 
research into tourism education on the part o f  tourism academics has been an indicator 
o f  the growing maturity o f tourism as an academic subject (Tribe, 2002b). Moreover, 
tourism educational research has become the battleground for the competing ideologies 
o f tourism academics. But quite apart from the rhetoric, what is the character o f 
research into tourism education? Clearly, there are differences across separate areas o f 
interest, and so general observations are fraught with difficulty. However, certain 
aspects stand out.
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Among these aspects, one particularly interesting pattern can be discerned, which may 
be used to mark the way in which research into tourism education becomes subject to 
contextual imperatives. This pattern can be best understood by drawing a 
metaphorical distinction between urban and rural research styles, following the familiar 
distinction between urban and rural ways o f life (Becher, 1981). The forms o f activity 
characteristic o f urban and rural research are separated by a fundamental difference in 
approach. Urban researchers “tend to select a narrow area o f study, containing 
discrete and separable problems”, as against their rural counterparts who typically 
“span a broader area in which the problems are not sharply demarcated or 
differentiated” (pp. 119-120). Accordingly, the population in urban research tends to 
be clustered around a few salient problems, where rural researchers spread out thinly 
across a broad area o f inquiry.
Despite the lack o f  any systematic information about the direction o f research into 
tourism education, Tribe’s (2002b) mapping o f tourism educational research output 
provides insight into the urban/rural dimension discussed here, although this is not the 
purpose for which it was designed. In a clear instance o f an urban pattern o f activity, 
he observes:
“one general feature of note that comes from analysis of the data is the imbalance 
of the focus of the research. The overwhelming majority of research (86%) is in 
curriculum related matters. Against this, the rest of the research fades into 
insignificance. Seven per cent of research concerns student progression and 
achievement, 3% is on quality, 3% relates to teaching and learning and 1% is on 
learning resources”, (p. 65)
Modes o f  inquiry also differ between the two contrasting categories. The typical urban 
mode is to tackle questions with relatively quick, short-range solutions, whereas rural 
researchers tend to tackle long-range issues which may take years to puzzle-out. The 
Higher Education policy environment can influence the extent o f these patterns. More 
specifically, within the context o f tourism higher education, the phenomenon o f 
research and quality audits can have important effects in this respect. Botterill’s study 
(2002) identified an intensification o f  research practice as a result o f  the Research 
Assessment Exercise (RAE): researchers published more than before audits were
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instituted. Though this effect was seen to relate to the maturity o f tourism studies, 
McNay (1997) argues that the cumulative effects o f successive exercises are likely to 
undergird this trend, pushing more research specialisms towards an urban rather than 
rural form. The study by Stuart (2002) also suggests that the character o f research 
practices themselves have been affected by exercises such as the RAE, with tourism 
departments placing great emphasis on research production. In this connection, 
Becher and Trowler’s (2001) comments about the speed o f publication across different 
disciplines seem particularly relevant:
“The audit of research output, the intensification of academic work ... and the 
competitive pressure to achieve research status among institutions, departments 
and individuals in many countries have collectively built up the pressure to 
accelerate research ‘output’”, (p. 112)
The urban and rural research environments are as noticeably different as the activities 
that take place within them. The urban context can command sizeable resources, 
where rural research is more modestly provided for. Indeed, research councils and 
funding bodies tend to concentrate their funds on urban groups, both because they 
have a higher profile than rural ones and because they more commonly make large 
claims for supporting funds. The funding process itself helps to create research 
fashions emphasising the imperatives o f funding bodies, which are lacking in the 
measured pace o f rural life. Tribe (1999) identified a similar urban process in tourism 
education:
“some features of tourism education have earned place because of the power of 
the sponsors of that particular feature”, (p. 36)
In relation to the influences o f  the funding structures for research in higher education, a 
significant element o f tourism educational research is organised on a customer-contract 
basis. Barnett (1990) gives a nice illustration o f the character o f  this type o f research:
“The initiative for a project very often comes from the funding agency, which 
adopts a ‘proactive stance’, setting the agenda, administering a steering committee 
and ensuring that the project is running towards the desired end. Under this set of
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structural conditions, research has taken on an instrumental character, 
extrinsically oriented to external goals”, (p. 123)
One indication o f this is Holloway’s (1995) report prepared for the NLG, proposing a 
core curriculum for tourism. The NLG approach was to generate a core curriculum 
from a committee o f  NLG members and debate the issues at a national conference that 
took place in December 1994. The result o f  this proposal clearly emphasised the 
vocational aspects o f  the tourism curriculum as against its liberal ends. The same 
criticism (“an instrumental character extrinsically oriented to external goals”) may be 
levelled at Middleton’s review o f tourism studies, undertaken under the auspices o f the 
CNAA (1993, pp. 3-5), the conclusions o f  which underlined the human capital 
functions o f  tourism education and stressed efficiency in provision.
There is alongside this a growing tendency for educational researchers to limit their 
means o f  investigation to uncritical empirical methods which avoid important issues o f 
values, power, and influence in tourism education. Tribe (2002b) usefully puts the 
issue into perspective:
“There are a range of interests and stakeholders involved in tourism education ... 
Empirical methods which are ostensibly value free may assemble evidence on 
behalf of a particular interest group and unwittingly endorse the legitimacy of that 
group”, (p. 73)
Documenting a number o f  important research studies into the tourism curriculum, 
Tribe (1999, 2001) exemplifies how the use o f  such empirical approaches plays an 
important role in legitimating the interests o f the non-academic world and the 
vocational aspects o f  tourism education. A number o f quotations from his work are 
used to illustrate the case:
“Cooper (1989) states that tourism curriculum design and content should follow 
from environmental analysis. He is thereby suggesting an empirical approach 
where course design is based upon what is needed in the surrounding world”.
(1999, p. 33)
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“Jafari and Ritchie (1981)... pointed up ‘the lack of empirical research on which 
to base the design of the curriculum’. This statement itself seems to presuppose 
that the curriculum can be designed only from empirical methodology based on 
observation of what exists in the world”. (1999, p. 34)
“Data collection methods deployed by Koh were undoubtedly value-free. But an 
initial value position is imposed by seeking empirical input from industry. The 
value imposed is that of industry values”. (2001, p. 444)
As a postscript, it is perhaps worth remarking that the issues portrayed in this brief 
analysis are meant to apply only in the currently dominant style, and not to the 
substance o f research into tourism education. For example, a particular topic may at 
one stage be subject to urban exploitation, may then become an urban site, and may 
later revert to rural status. However, the current intellectual fashion o f research into 
tourism education seems to inhibit such transitions, encouraging bureaucratic 
monitoring and legitimating the prevailing vocationalist model o f  tourism studies.
2.6.3 Implications for the study of teaching
How do these broad observations help us to understand the connections between 
research into tourism education and teaching? On the picture just conveyed, tourism 
educational research appears to have something o f the character (to appropriate 
Barnett’s (1990) metaphor) o f  a mere commodity, subject to paper transactions. The 
metaphor o f  commodity suggests itself precisely because tourism educational research 
has become part o f  academic currency, bestowing credibility on those willing to go 
along with external trends and able to produce industry relevant research output. This 
kind o f research orientation is being embraced with some alacrity within tourism 
departments and the tourism industry and consequently brings a reward as regards 
career advancement and the associated monetary gains. In this sense, research 
becomes “a form o f intellectual capital, bartered in exchange for advancement” 
(Barnett, 1990, p. 124).
The important point o f all this, with respect to the purposes o f  this study, is veiy 
simple. Research into tourism education is seldom driven by teaching considerations,
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but is normally given direction by an interest structure based on academic careers and 
contextual impositions.
The significance o f professional concerns and advancement in driving educational 
research is evident enough, but the power o f non-academic forces in determining the 
shape o f research should not be overlooked. Under the influence o f non-academic 
intervention, tourism educational research has taken on an R&D (research and 
development) stance. The R&D idea exerts a different pull on educational research 
than the idea o f research and teaching. Its conception o f reality ties research 
particularly to the economic sphere and to how research is understood by industrial 
and commercial firms (Clark, 1991). On this view, its activities are undertaken for 
purposes o f  practical application in the outside world and not for reasons related to the 
study o f teaching.
Certainly, tourism academics have not massively bought the vocational agendas that 
underlie the current intellectual fashion in tourism education. As the discussion on the 
production o f tourism knowledge has demonstrated, disciplines remain as the sub­
strata o f  academic knowledge and the research endeavour, which informs tourism 
knowledge, partly continues to be situated within disciplines. However, the problem is 
that strata can be displaced or even overlaid by new ones (Barnett, 1994). For 
instance, within the context o f  research into tourism education, rural research is 
overlaid by urban research, which in turn is overlaid by research oriented to external 
(to the academy) aims. So the character o f what passes for legitimate research 
changes. Teaching, with its inbuilt academic character, is losing its potency as a 
legitimate area o f educational study.
Returning, then, to the opening question o f this section, it can be argued that research 
into tourism education is bom by a coincidence o f interests: o f tourism academics, o f 
industry and o f the state. Whether it is the academics’ assimilation o f values and career 
concerns, the immediate workforce needs o f the industry, or the state’s quality 
assurance policies, these are motivations quite unconnected with the activity o f 
teaching per se. In one sense o f  course, teaching and educational research are to be 
found in close proximity. Academics teaching tourism are bound to have a close 
understanding o f  much o f the current educational thinking and research. The key point
Higher Education for Tourism 59
remains, however: the interests o f  the non-academic world lead to a distortion o f the 
character o f educational research, limiting its focus to vocational interests and 
assuming a narrow framing, where the study o f teaching takes a back seat.
2.7 Conclusion
“A map o f the world meets a purpose different from, and in some respects more useful 
than, a one-inch survey map o f a limited piece o f terrain” (Becher and Trowler, 2001, 
p. 212). In a somewhat similar fashion, the different aspects o f tourism education 
analysed in this chapter serve at a macroscopic level to consolidate the features 
identified at the microscopic level o f  tourism educational research. This process o f 
consolidation, though it inevitably blurs the subtle variations that can be observed in 
close perspective, had the advantages o f simplifying, and hence to some extent 
clarifying and underlining, the salient features o f the map o f tourism education.
I f  there is a single word that captures the spirit o f  the age in tourism higher education, 
it is “vocationalism”. Vocationalism, as has been indicated, is to be found at all levels 
o f tourism education, establishing, defending and replicating itself. The tourism studies 
that is developing in higher education tends to be crystallising around the business 
interdisciplinarity approach, favouring the vocational aspects o f  tourism. The success 
o f tourism knowledge is judged by its ability to solve a particular problem, its cost 
effectiveness and its ability to establish competitive advantage, that is its effectiveness 
in the tourism industry. Provision has been strongly rooted in practice and the 
curriculum is mainly being framed as a vocational one, dominated by business, 
managerial and instrumental aims.
This emerging orthodoxy carries over into tourism educational research. Indeed, the 
predominant feature o f research into tourism education is the susceptibility o f  its 
agenda to dictation by non-academic interests. These interests open up the way to 
political and commercial intervention, and have led in many situations to a heavy 
emphasis on research work oriented to external aims, at the expense o f  those areas o f 
inquiry whose direction is determined by predominantly academic considerations. In 
this context, teaching, with its inbuilt academic character, is sidelined and effort is
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devoted primarily towards research activities undertaken for purposes o f practical 
application in the world o f work.
In short, the context and issues set out so far strongly support the need for this study. 
For an imbalance in the content o f  tourism educational literature is evident. Although 
there has been a rapid growth in research related to tourism education, remarkably 
little attention has been paid to the conduct o f teaching itself and its assessment. The 
challenge for this study is to correct some o f this imbalance. We take up this challenge 
in the next chapter by setting out the conceptual framework adopted in this thesis for 
its enquiry into the field o f  teaching tourism in higher education.
3
Research on Teaching and 
Teaching Evaluation
3.1 Introduction
This chapter sets out the conceptual approach taken by this thesis for its enquiry into 
the field o f teaching evaluation. It does this by way o f a critique o f different paradigms 
in the study o f teaching, especially o f  those that direct, model, or point the ways for 
research on the evaluation o f teaching. The thrust o f the argument here is that 
different paradigms o f teaching imply different ways by which teaching evaluation is 
conceptualised (Hammond, Wise and Pease, 1986). Put simply, the evaluation o f 
teaching will vary depending on one’s choice o f a paradigm.
The discussion is organised around five paradigms. These paradigms provide a 
theoretical framework for analysing conceptions o f teaching evaluation, because they 
sharply reveal the assumptions that lie behind different approaches to the evaluation o f 
teaching. In fact, it could well be argued that shot through the whole o f the paradigms 
o f research on teaching are evaluative questions concerning what distinguishes good 
teaching from bad (Doyle, 1978; Brown, 1993). In these terms, the critique o f these 
paradigms allows different methodological approaches to the study o f teaching and its 
evaluation to be surfaced and evaluated. The chapter contends that appropriate 
evaluation o f teaching necessitates that one understand and use the knowledge that has 
been produced by different paradigms. In this sense, the discussion can be 
characterised as an analytical review o f the conceptual foundations o f  research on 
teaching evaluation.
Two orientations for researching into teaching emerge. These are the interpretive and 
naturalist orientations (Bums, 1995). Paradigms with an interpretive orientation focus
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primarily on the cognitive processes o f the participants. In contrast, paradigms with a 
naturalist orientation focus primarily on the observable and/or directly measurable 
actions and capacities o f individuals. The analysis o f this chapter points up differences 
between these orientations as well as the impact that each o f them has had on shaping 
the character o f approaches to teaching evaluation research. Additionally, it is shown 
that different orientations illuminate different parts o f teaching, and that basing 
research designs on a single orientation results in a partial conception o f teaching. In 
the light o f  these criticisms this chapter attempts to broaden the conceptual base for 
teaching evaluation research by developing a conceptual framework, which shows how 
the interpretive and naturalist orientations o f  research on teaching can be incorporated 
into a new reconceptualisation o f teaching evaluation.
3.2 On paradigms
The purpose o f  this section is to introduce the concept o f paradigm and to consider its 
appropriateness as a tool for inquiry into the field o f  research on teaching. This section 
takes as a starting point an important notion from Fenstermacher (1986, p. 37), who 
suggests that anyone engaged in the study o f teaching undertakes that study with some 
concept o f  what he or she is studying. The concept may be explicit, as when a specific 
set o f criteria is set forth by a researcher, with elaborations o f  their connections with 
completed research. Other concepts are implicit, as when a notion o f teaching is 
presupposed. In either ease, what is important here is that the choice o f  a concept o f 
what one studies determines much about the research that will be conducted. The 
problems posed and the framing o f research questions and issues, indeed the likelihood 
that the research itself will bear fruit, are conditioned in large part by the concept with 
which the researcher begins (Gage, 1963). As Gilbert (1976) makes clear in his work 
on the transformation o f research findings into scientific knowledge, the framing o f a 
research undertaking limits the range o f permissible responses and prefigures the 
character o f  possible outcomes.
The implication behind this line o f thinking is that knowledge o f research on teaching, 
does not grow naturally, but is produced through and shaped by the inquiries o f 
different scholars. From this basic platform, it follows logically that in order to
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interpret the findings and methods comprising the knowledge base o f research on 
teaching, it is essential to understand the questions that have been asked and the 
manner in which those questions have been framed by different researchers. However, 
on the basis o f the assumption that research on teaching, like most other fields o f 
study, is not the work o f individual scholars but a collective activity, it is likely that a 
community o f like-minded scholars, sharing both assumptions and styles o f inquiry, will 
be developed within the field (Shulman, 1986a). Indeed, the developmental path o f 
research on teaching suggests that most research on the field has been conducted in the 
context o f research communities, groups o f  scholars who share similar conceptions o f 
proper questions, methods and forms o f explanation (see for example Squires, 1999, 
pp. 1-22). Therefore, to understand why research in the study o f teaching is 
formulated in a particular fashion, one needs to locate the investigation among the 
alternative assumptions and styles o f  inquiry by which diverse communities o f scholars 
in the field pursue their research activities.
The term most frequently employed to describe such research communities, and the 
conceptions o f problem and method they share, is “paradigm” (Doyle, 1978). Prior to 
the publication o f Kuhn’s The Structure o f Scientific Revolutions (1962), the term was 
used in psychology to refer to “any well-used experimental situation or procedure, 
drawing upon its natural language sense o f  a recurring pattern, example, or model” 
(Bums, 1995, p. 91). This is indeed the way in which Gage in 1963, unaware o f 
Kuhn’s work (see Gage, 1985, p. 41), used the concept on the first major paper on 
paradigms for research on teaching. However, with Kuhn’s work drawing an 
extraordinary amount o f attention, the concept took on a much more significant 
meaning and became an integral part o f  the working vocabulary o f social and natural 
scientists. In Kuhn’s sense o f  the term, a paradigm is an implicit and unvoiced 
commitment shared by a community o f investigators to a conceptual framework. This 
framework is used by its advocates as a means to define “legitimate problems, methods 
and solutions” (Doyle, 1978, p. 164) in their domain, and as “a shared perception o f 
adequacy” (ibid.) to make judgements about research and its findings. Put simply, a 
paradigm frames the general character o f  studies generated within a research 
community and serves as a screen for interpreting research findings. These framing
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and interpretive functions o f paradigms have far-reaching consequences for the 
accumulation and utilisation o f knowledge in a field (Gilbert, 1976).
While this conception captures to some extent what Kuhn meant by paradigm, in 
examining the effects o f paradigms on research activities and outcomes, it is necessary 
to distinguish between two general ways in which the term can be employed. The first 
sense is based on Kuhn’s use o f the term to characterise the development o f 
disciplinary science (Kuhn, 1970). Briefly, for Kuhn the task was to describe the 
transition o f a discipline from a ‘pre-paradigmatic’ period o f science to a paradigmatic 
one. The pre-paradigmatic period is characterised by competing schools o f thought 
striving for dominance. These schools o f  thought also posses paradigms so far as they 
are relatively insular and identifiably uniform (see Kuhn, 1970, pp. 178-179). Kuhn 
held that if  and when a school achieves some major scientific achievement, the 
remaining schools o f  thought and their paradigms collapse, and the achieving school 
triumphs over the rest, setting the stage for a mature approach to disciplinary science. 
Therefore, for Kuhn, a mature paradigmatic discipline is characterised by the 
hegemony o f a single school o f  thought whose principles define “normal” science for 
that field o f study (Shulman, 1986a). Thus, in this sense the concept o f  paradigm is 
central to Kuhn’s view on scientific progress.
This part o f Kuhn’s theory has generated considerable debate among social scientists 
since it implies that disciplines characterised by a pluralism o f competing schools o f 
thought are in a state o f  a pre-paradigmatic retardation. As a result o f  this debate, a 
second sense o f paradigm has emerged, which argues that Kuhn’s conception o f 
scientific progress does not apply to the social sciences. This weaker sense o f 
paradigm, which will be used for the purpose o f  this chapter, is associated in particular 
with the work o f Masterman (1972), who argued that what distinguishes the social 
from the natural sciences is the very absence o f a single dominant paradigm. She went 
on to characterise this state o f  affairs in social science fields as “multiple-paradigm 
science” in which, far from being a dominant paradigm, “there are on the contrary too 
many” (p. 74).
Within the field o f research on teaching, the impact and reception o f Masterman’s 
views is particularly evident in Squires (1999) recent book Teaching as a Professional
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Discipline. Asserting that the term “paradigm” is particularly apt in the context o f 
teaching, because it accommodates some o f the complexities o f the relationship 
between abstract formulation, practical activity and cultural context that characterise 
the field, Squires argues that “the problem in teaching is closer to what Masterman 
describes as multiple-paradigm science” (ibid., p. 3). Indeed, by carefully choosing 
the title o f  his chapter on paradigms, “The paradigm problem” (pp. 1-22), he maintains 
that the problem in teaching is not to explain how one paradigm displaces another (the 
Kuhnian notion o f scientific progress), but how a number o f conflicting or competing 
paradigms somehow coexist.
This line o f thinking is also evident in Shulman’s (1986a) chapter ‘Paradigms and 
Research Programmes in the Study o f  Teaching’ prepared for the third Handbook o f  
Research on Teaching under the editorship o f  Wittroek. In his comprehensive review 
on paradigms, Shulman explicitly states that in no sense are social science and 
education fields necessarily dominated by a single school o f thought. He responds to 
Kuhn’s criticism o f diagnosing this characteristic o f the social sciences as a 
developmental disability by arguing for the superiority o f a set o f competing paradigms 
over the hegemony o f a single one. Later in his discussion, he describes different 
schools o f  thought as legitimate and healthy, and suggests that different paradigms 
alert researchers to different phenomena o f interest and different conceptions o f 
problem likely to be ignored within a single perspective. In this matter, he fully agrees 
with Merton’s (1975) observations about sociology:
“The cognitive problems of coexisting paradigms call for discovering the 
capabilities and limitations of each. This involves identifying the kinds and range 
of problems each is good for (and noting those for which it is incompetent or 
irrelevant), thus providing for potential awareness of the respects in which they 
are complementary or contradictory”, (p. 50)
The educational philosopher Dewey (1928) has also cautioned against the hegemony 
o f a single point o f  view which dominates educational research. He sees the 
dominance o f  a single paradigm as a premature closure o f investigation and asserts 
that:
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“There is nothing false or extravagant in declaring that at the present time 
different sciences of education are not only possible but also much needed. Of 
course such a statement goes contrary to the idea that science by its very nature is 
a single and universal system of truths. But this idea need not frighten us. Even 
in the advanced sciences, like those of mathematics and physics, advance is made 
by entertaining different points of view and hypotheses, and working upon 
different theories. The sciences present no fixed and closed orthodoxy”, (p. 116)
This is also the view o f the present chapter regarding the proper treatment o f the 
alternative paradigms o f research on teaching to be discussed in the sections to follow. 
Thus, this chapter will examine five different paradigms o f teaching that, while they 
may rise in terms o f relative influence, lay permanent claim to being good ways o f 
thinking about teaching. The fact that each is treated discretely should not be taken to 
mean that there are no links between them, or that one cannot draw on them 
eclectically, and find ways o f accommodating elements o f several o f them. On the 
contrary, in the spirit o f advocating the virtues o f a plurality o f  paradigms as 
exemplified in the work o f Dewey (1928) and Merton (1975), the aim o f this chapter is 
to provoke thought and debate on how best to incorporate these paradigms into a new 
reconceptualisation o f research on teaching evaluation.
3.3 The major paradigms in the study of teaching
In the following sections, the major paradigms that organise the large and diverse body 
o f research on teaching will be presented, described, analysed, contrasted, and 
criticised. It is beyond the purpose in this chapter to provide an exhaustive review o f 
the literature o f each paradigm, or even to summarise its central findings fully. That 
would be an encyclopaedic task (Dunkin, 1989). Instead, following Shulman’s 
(1986a) line o f inquiry, an attempt is made to outline its central organising questions, 
the research designs and methods it employs, and the types o f  findings it generates.
Particular emphasis is given to the manner in which paradigms have developed in 
reaction and response to other paradigms. As the following sections will reveal, in 
contrast to the conception o f Kuhn’s scientific progress, alternative paradigms do not 
supplant one another so much as provide opportunities to examine particular aspects o f
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teaching more closely (Brown and McIntyre, 1993). As Shulman (1986a) led us to 
anticipate, each paradigm in the study o f teaching highlights particular aspects o f  the 
phenomenon, while leaving other territories unexplored. No one can encompass the 
full set o f  teaching events. This assumption, that there is no fixed and closed 
orthodoxy o f teaching, is central to the discussion that follows.
3.3.1 The process-product paradigm
Despite some diversity in emphasis among researchers, the dominant paradigm in the 
study o f teaching has been the process-product paradigm, also known as the criterion- 
of-effectiveness paradigm in the terminology o f Gage (1963). Its leading figures have 
been Brophy (1983), Gage (1978), Good (1979, 1983), Good, Grouws and 
Beckerman (1978), and Rosenshine (1983), among others. Developments in this 
research tradition have been well documented in all three editions o f  the Handbook o f  
Research on Teaching (Medley and Mitzel, 1963; Rosenshine and Furst, 1973; Brophy 
and Good, 1986; Rosenshine and Stevens 1986), and in volumes by Rosenshine 
(1971) and by Dunkin and Biddle (1974).
The process-product approach to the study o f teaching developed mainly within the 
research tradition o f applied behaviouristic psychology (wherein complex tasks are 
divided into key elements, which are in turn broken down into behaviours, followed by 
an assessment o f individuals on the behaviours themselves) in the 1960s and the 1970s 
(Shulman, 1987), although as with most fundamental educational ideas one can find 
precursors, in the teacher expectations movement o f the 1960s (Rosenthal and 
Jacobson, 1968) and even the objectives movement o f the 1950s (Mager, 1962). Like 
these two earlier movements, the process-product movement focuses on what teachers 
can actually do rather than what they know. The bottom line is the capacity o f 
teachers to perform general forms o f teaching behaviour that correlate with student 
performance on standardised tests. In Gage’s (1978) words:
“By this [process-product] approach ... we search for ‘processes’ (teacher 
behaviours and characteristics, in the form of teaching styles, methods, models, or 
strategies) that predict and preferably cause ‘products’ (that is, educational 
outcomes in the form of student achievement and attitude)”, (p. 69)
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In a similar vein, Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1990) observed:
“For more than 15 years, researchers have been exploring effective teaching by 
correlating particular processes, or teacher behaviours, with particular products, 
usually defined as student achievement as measured by standardised tests. ... 
Underlying this research is a view of teaching as a primarily linear activity 
wherein teacher behaviours are considered ‘causes’, and student learning is 
regarded as ‘effects’”, (p. 2)
In methodological terms, the process-product studies are typically based on a two- 
factor criterion-of-effectiveness structure that relates teacher variables directly to 
effectiveness indicators (Doyle, 1978). The structure o f  the paradigm, therefore, 
corresponds in essence to a prediction formula: identify or select a criterion (or set o f 
criteria) o f  teacher effectiveness and find its predictors. In short, variables on research 
on teaching within the process-product paradigm have typically been placed into two 
categories: criterion variables and potential correlates (Gage, 1963). Figure 3.1 
schematises this paradigm along lines set forth by Gage.
Figure 3.1 The process-product paradigm for research on teaching
Potential Criterion of
Correlates — ► Teacher
Effectiveness
Source: Gage, 1963, p. 114
Most often, for the sake o f  convenience, process-product researchers have tended to 
conduct the measures o f both potential correlates and criteria at about the same time 
(e.g. data from early in an observational hour are combined with data from late on the 
same occasion). In such research, the correlations are considered to indicate the 
“concurrent validity” o f  the potential correlates (Gage, 1963, p. 114). In other 
instances, the potential correlates have been measured some months or years prior to 
the measurement o f  the criterion variable (e.g. data from fall may be combined with
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data from spring). In this case, the resulting correlates are considered to reflect the 
“predictive validity” o f the potential correlates (ibid.). Whenever possible, resulting 
correlations were replicated in further studies (Rosenshine and Furst, 1973). Thus, by 
its very methodological nature, the process-product paradigm is based on a correlative 
conception o f effectiveness -  put simply, it assumes that effectiveness correlates 
strongly with a desired outcome (Shulman, 1986a).
Hundreds o f studies correlated measures from these two classes o f variables. To help 
organise this literature, Mitzel (1960) conceptualised criteria as falling under three 
classes, distinguished temporally: presage (teacher characteristics and other properties 
that influence teacher behaviour), process (observable teacher and student behaviour), 
and product (student change). Some 15 years later, in The Study o f Teaching, Dunkin 
and Biddle (1974), added a fourth class o f variables, context factors (properties o f the 
school and community, o f the classroom, and o f the students), and conceptually related 
the four classes o f variables in one o f the first pictorial models for research on 
teaching. However, despite the attempts o f  these investigators to embed the process- 
product paradigm in a more comprehensive research framework, it has been 
characteristic o f the research on this research tradition to jump directly from process 
variables to the product ones (Mitzel, 1957; Dunkin and Barnes, 1986). As Gage and 
Needels (1989) make clear in their detailed response to the critics o f  the process- 
product paradigm:
“The essence of process-product research is the search for relations between
process and product variables. Other features of such research are incidental”.
(p. 254; emphasis added)
Thus, within the process-product tradition, answers to what constitutes good teaching 
take the form o f  process-product laws, which specify causal relationships between 
teacher classroom behaviour and student learning outcomes, transcending both 
individual teachers and specific situations (Shulman, 1992a).
At a conceptual level, the process-product paradigm contains few explicit explanatory 
principles to guide the selection o f variables or the interpretation o f results. Nor does 
the two-factor structure o f  the paradigm incorporate variables linking teacher
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behaviour to student learning variables, which might contribute to an explanation o f 
how teaching effects occur. In the absence o f any formal explanatory principles and 
variables, it is difficult to establish any stable relationships between teaching behaviour 
and student achievement or select other potentially fruitful avenues for investigation. 
It is not surprising therefore, that one o f the leading figures in this tradition, Nathaniel 
Gage (1978), is forced to go elsewhere. His basic idea is that meta-analysis o f research 
findings o f different studies would provide better-grounded inferences regarding the 
relationships o f  teaching and achievement than can be gleaned from individual studies. 
He advises:
" ... converting the exact probability value of the result of any single study into a 
value of the statistic called chi square. Then the values of chi square are summed 
over studies, and the significance, or probability of the sum, is determined. [This] 
technique provides an estimate of the statistical significance ... of the whole 
cluster of independent findings that are considered by the research reviewer to deal 
with a specified process variable . . .” (p. 29)
Meta-analysis thus serves as the cross-investigation equivalent o f the logic o f process- 
product research itself (Shulman, 1986a). In this sense, the problem o f research on 
teaching is to get beyond the limitations o f particular teachers, particular settings, 
particular studies to a more stable generalisation, through meta-analyses o f a large 
number o f existing studies (Gage, 1996).
But what accounts for the impact and reception o f the process-product paradigm in the 
study o f teaching? Why has its two-factor structure been so readily adopted and 
applied by educational researchers and practitioners that in 1960 Gage (cited in Good, 
1996, p. 627) noted that the relevant literature was overwhelming, and that even 
bibliographies had become unmanageable? Most importantly, why has this particular 
paradigm become the most vigorous and productive one in the history o f  the field?
The process-product tradition has had many virtues. First, the approach, was 
consistent with the strong existing research tradition o f applied behaviouristic 
psychology and its methods o f  task analysis developed in the 1960s and 1970s, which 
essentially involve a hierarchical breakdown o f complex tasks into key elements, which
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are in turn broken down into behaviours, followed by an assessment o f  individuals on 
the behaviours themselves (see for example Stammers and Patrick, 1975). As Gage 
(1996) argued, if the decomposition o f complex tasks played a large part in fields such 
as medicine and engineering, why not in teaching? Gage’s point is certainly amply 
illustrated by the fortunes o f applied behaviouristic psychology, which predominated 
teaching research and influenced many distinguished educational theorists o f the calibre 
o f Glaser (1962) and Gagne (1970), in the third quarter o f the last century. Thus, the 
behaviouristic nature o f process-product research has been considerably fostered and 
reinforced by trends in educational theorising itself, and by the certain scientific 
influences o f applied behaviouristic psychology upon which such theorising has drawn.
Second, the timing o f the paradigm was fortunate, coming as it did during a period o f 
controversy regarding the effects o f teachers on student achievement during the 1960s. 
Shulman (1986a), in his authoritative review o f research in teaching, attributes 
importance to a 1966 report in the United States from the U.S. Office o f Health, 
Education, and Welfare (see Coleman et al., 1966). The core o f the report’s argument 
seems to have been that variations among teachers do not make a difference in school 
achievement. Despite the fact that this conclusion received much more publicity than 
did criticisms indicating, among other things, that the study upon which the report was 
based did not include data on the actual behaviour o f  teachers because it used the 
school rather than the teacher as the unit o f analysis, a number o f researchers (whose 
work has been summarised by Good, Biddle and Brophy, 1975) were motivated to 
provide a more rigorous test o f  the report’s findings (Shulman, 1986a). Were there 
really variations in teacher behaviour? Were such variations, if  detected, related 
systematically to variations in student achievement? These types o f  research questions 
demanded a research design relating teaching processes to student products. One o f 
the most important findings from this form o f research was that what teachers did in 
classrooms did affect student performance (Darling-Hammond, Wise and Pease, 1986). 
On this account, it can be argued that process-product research owes much o f its 
gained credence to its responsiveness to the major issues raised by educators in relation 
to the effectiveness o f teachers.
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Another important perspective on research on teaching during the 60s was that 
education is an enterprise of a basically instrumental kind, which is concerned with 
the transfer of knowledge and skills from one generation to the next (Robbins, 1963). 
(Much of the folklore of teaching has followed a similar line even in recent years; for 
example, the 1987 White Paper defined key functions of higher education in terms of 
transmission of knowledge, culture and skills.) From this perspective, the education 
and training for teachers requires to be focused on the acquisition of an appropriate 
educational methodology apt for the transmission of established knowledge and skills 
from teachers to students in as causally and efficient way as possible (Carr, 1994). On 
this view then, coming to be a good teacher is, for the most part, a matter of the 
acquisition of a range of practical skills, demonstrated in the form of specific teaching 
behaviours (Squires, 1999). The teaching behaviours that originated from process- 
product studies could easily lend themselves to lists of “teacher should” statements 
that could serve as the basis for training and staff development (Gage (1978, p. 20) 
himself was the first to move in this direction with his "teacher should” statements. 
For example, “Teachers should have a system of rules that allow pupils to attend to 
their personal and procedural needs without having to check with the teacher”.) In 
addition, teachers seemed capable of learning to perform in the manners suggested by 
this research approach (Shulman, 1986a). This dual advantage of the appearance of 
clear implications for both training and practice rendered the process-product 
paradigm very attractive to educational research and practice communities alike.
Finally, the approach worked. Borrowing from the work of Larry Laudan (1977) the 
idea that the success of a research tradition depends on the rate at which the tradition 
is solving its own empirical problems, there can be no doubt that the studies 
conducted under the programmatic direction of process-product research succeeded 
relative to the sorts of significant aims outlined for them. Teachers who consistently 
were associated with higher achievement gains tended to behave differently from 
those who were not (Shulman, 1986a). The data accumulated across correlational 
studies and survived experimental field tests. Several documented studies have 
reported field experiments, conducted at various grade levels and in various subject- 
matters, which yielded highly consistent results showing the causal efficacy of 
teaching practices previously found to be correlated with student outcomes (see
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Rosenshine, 1971; Gage and Needels, 1989). More specifically, those experiments 
showed that when regular teachers in regular classrooms using the regular curriculum 
were given recommendations based on prior correlational findings, they were able and 
willing to act on those recommendations and that their doing so improved considerably 
the achievement of their students, as compared with the students of control-group 
teachers. Therefore, within the limits of whatever activities standardised achievement 
tests were measuring, the paradigm was palpably successful.
The major findings from the process-product paradigm have been summarised by 
Brophy and Good (1986). These authors noted that most of the generalisations in 
process-product research have tended to be descriptive summaries based on strictly 
empirical criteria, such as the magnitude of correlation coefficients. On the strength of 
correlation coefficients, Smith (1977), for example, concluded that teachers who asked 
questions and encouraged student participation were more successful in fostering 
students’ learning than teachers who did not exhibit these behaviours. On similar 
grounds, Bertou, Clasen and Lambert (1972) asserted that asking content-related 
questions during a videotaped lecture improved student retention of lecture material. 
Even where the interpretation of findings is more insightful and critical, as in the case 
of Brophy and Evertson (1974a, 1974b), the debt to empirical criteria is clear.
As noted earlier, the findings of process-product inquiry take the form of propositions 
describing those forms of teacher behaviour that are associated with gains in student 
performance. It is important, however, to note that these findings are expected to have 
direct application in practice, as tools individual teachers can use to improve their 
performance, and as sources of content for teacher education and training (Shulman, 
1986a). This conception is quite neatly implied by Gage’s characterisation of process- 
product researchers as “improvers”, and not merely as “describers”, of the teaching 
process (Gage, 1966, cited in Doyle, 1978, p. 166). While the degree of influence is 
not easy to determine, these utilitarian considerations have played a part in shaping 
decisions regarding which process dimensions to measure, which variables to 
manipulate, and how to interpret findings (Doyle, 1978). In this sense, expectations 
concerning the use of process-product findings are an inherent component of the 
paradigm itself.
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As time passes the process-product paradigm appeal’s to be losing the support of 
scholars on teaching. Even though at the levels of practice and policy it remains the 
most extensively used body of work (exemplified especially in this country by the 
current fashion of competence-based education and training (CBET) models, e.g. 
Hodkinson, 1992; Burke, 1995), the other paradigms to be described in this chapter 
have gained the interest of the newer generation of educational researchers (Shulman, 
1986a). Why has this been the case? There are several reasons to consider.
To begin with, Doyle (1978) finds the process-product paradigm too narrow. It deals 
with only two major kinds of variables: teaching behaviour variables (processes) on the 
one hand, and outcome variables (products) on the other. Thus, the process-product 
paradigm omits concern with the events that mediate between teaching behaviour and 
learning outcomes. Student behaviour in the classroom, antecedent and/or subsequent 
class meetings, various kinds of curriculum and classroom resources tend to be 
neglected. Even in cases where student behaviour is considered (e.g. Rosenshine, 
1971), the tendency in the process-product paradigm has been to emphasise the 
teaching behaviour that brought about this student behaviour. In discussing this 
criticism, Garrison and Macmillan (1984) point out that the failure of process-product 
research to come to grips with the wider context of teaching is one of its greatest 
shortcomings. Elsewhere they note: “Without some wider context, behaviours are as 
meaningless as physical movements of chess pieces” (cited in Gage and Needels, 1989, 
p. 255; emphasis added).
Commenting on this passage, Gage and Needels (1989), in their detailed response to 
the critics of process-product research on teaching, attempt to finesse the problem of 
context and meaning in the following way:
“The low-inference process variables used in process-product research are not no­
inference variables. They do entail some inference as to the meaning of the 
behaviours (p. 256)
This seems an odd statement. Inference is generally taken to involve passing from one 
proposition to another, as from premises to conclusion in logical deduction, or from 
statistical data to generalisation in inductive argument (Garrison and Macmillan, 1994).
Research on Teaching and Teaching Evaluation 75
Nevertheless, in the case of process-product research, inference would seem to mean 
moving directly from observations to the existence of a variable. In itself this is not a 
problem. The problem lies in the interpretation of those variables (Armento, 1986). 
The determination of meaning usually involves the interpretation of observations or 
perceptions (Garrison and Macmillan, 1994), but the low-inference variables of the 
process-product tradition provide no such guidance for interpretation (Doyle, 1978). 
This is a serious problem because no inquiry can occur without identifiable criteria for 
the interpretation of the meaning of the entities whose existence it postulates (Garrison 
and Macmillan, 1994).
Second, while the claim could be made that the paradigm was conducted in the 
objective language of statistical analysis, in principle, the conversion of its scientific 
results into practice did not necessarily meet this criterion. Garrison and Macmillan 
(1994), in explaining the distinction between medical research and research on 
teaching, put the issue into perspective in the following passage, which is worth 
quoting at length:
“Our concern was that whereas medical researchers and medical practitioners 
share a similar set of biochemical background theories with which to interpret the 
facts of research in practice, the theories... of the researchers of teaching may be 
largely incommensurable with the subjectively reasonable theories of the teacher 
practitioners. Simply turning research facts over to practitioners is likely to lead 
to objective facts being subjectively interpreted and applied in idiosyncratic and 
inconsistent ways”, (p. 36)
Thus, the bulk of process-product research, while conducted in the objective language 
of analysis of variables (Gage, 1963), was applied in the intentional language of action 
and belief (Garrison and Macmillan, 1984). The possibility of misinterpretation 
abounds. Even though the scientific results of the paradigm were typically acceptable 
and credible to teachers, what tended to remain unexplained was how these results 
were interpreted in practice, a question of theory. And this question leads to the most 
serious problems of the process-product paradigm.
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The third, and most important reason for the erosion of the process-product paradigm 
was its unabashedly empirical and atheoretical posture (see Garrison, 1988; Chambers, 
1989). Even as it moved to experimental treatments, the emphasis was pragmatically 
on what worked, rather than on why it worked (Shulman, 1986a). Causation was 
sought in correlations, not in theoretically meaningful explanations. But research on 
teaching is an applied field; by necessity researchers draw on theory and research from 
fields related to teaching, such as social psychology, cultural anthropology, cognitive 
psychology, and so on (Armento, 1986). Some researchers have thought that a theory 
of teaching would evolve from the empirical work on classrooms (Squires, 1999). 
However, implications for teaching derive more from the conceptualization of teaching 
that emerges from any particular study rather than from the actual empirical findings of 
that study (Armento, 1986). It is thus no surprise that the critics who found the 
process-product paradigm deficient did so on theoretical grounds, not because it failed 
to yield significant correlations.
In spite of these shortcomings, the process-product paradigm has been conducted 
apace during the intervening years. Nevertheless, the possibility that the molecular and 
narrow conceptions of process-product research invented an oversimplified classroom 
reality that “worked” only within the confines of this research paradigm was an issue 
that puzzled the minds of educational researchers. As a result, a most important 
variation on process-product research, which began at a time when the process- 
product paradigm was picking up speed in the early 1970s, dedicated to identifying the 
key mediators of teacher behaviour in the activities of students, was initiated. This 
research paradigm is discussed in the section that follows.
3.3.2 Academic Learning Time
Within the broad purview of process-product psychologists, critics typically sought to 
transfer the attention of the research-on-teaching community from concern for teacher 
behaviour alone to a more balanced consideration of the coordinate and immediate 
student responses to teaching (Shulman, 1986a). At issue was the proposition that 
research workers should shift the emphasis from the activities of teachers as causes to 
the activities of students as explanations, interpreting the latter as the intervening
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events that accounted for what direct instruction could accomplish. Though not 
universally held at the time, this proposition is implicit in many studies of classroom 
teaching. On occasion, the proposition appears quite explicitly:
“[The critique of the process-product paradigm] implies that we should look most 
immediately at the effects of teacher behaviour on the cues given students 
concerning how they should behave. ... Finally, it suggests that we also look at 
the way these student behaviours serve as the most immediate antecedents, and 
perhaps determiners, of the products, namely, student achievement and attitude”.
(Gage, 1978, p. 74)
In a similar vain, Berliner (1979) writes:
“[Researchers in teaching] became increasingly dissatisfied with the process- 
product approach since it appeared that certain illogical elements were inherent in 
the design of a process-product study of classroom teaching. ... The most serious 
of these are that such designs do not reflect the complexities of the classroom, 
with its myriad interactions; they do not reflect the dynamic quality of the 
classroom, with its ever-changing events. ... Thus, [the process-product 
framework] needed to be modified. ... The modification [should be] based on the 
belief that ... the link between teacher behaviour and student achievement is the 
ongoing student behaviour in the classroom learning situation”, (pp. 122-124)
The Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study (BTES) illustrates the point. The BTES was 
a five-year, multimillion-dollar study sponsored by the California Commission for 
Teacher Preparation and Licensing, with funds from the National Institute of 
Education of the United States. Although planned in four phases, it is only Phase III 
that is of interest here. This phase of the BTES was originally planned as a large-scale 
field study to test hypotheses generated in Phase II, However, problems in 
coordinating the two phases led to the emergence of Phase III as an independent 
research study, redesigned to focus on the tripartite relationship between teacher 
behaviour, student behaviour, and student outcomes. Under the direction of David 
Berliner and Charles Fisher, a major concern of the Phase III research was with the 
amount of time allocated to academic learning tasks in relation to the amount of time 
students spend actively engaged in these tasks (Berliner, 1977). The heuristic premise
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guiding Phase III research was that “academic achievement is a function of student 
aptitude and the amount of academic learning time (ALT) spent by the student” 
(Fenstermacher, 1979, pp. 162-163). The notion of ALT, then, suggests that the 
variance in student achievement not accounted for by background characteristics and 
aptitude is explained by the relative amount of time students spend actively engaged 
with appropriate learning tasks (Marliave, Cahen and Berliner, 1977). (Berliner 
(1977), defines an appropriate learning task as a task that is logically related to the 
curriculum and is at an intermediate level of difficulty for a particular student.) 
Therefore, if one focuses on academic achievement in, say, reading or mathematics as 
the product, then academic learning time should be expected to be the process variable 
that is necessary for the emergence of that product.
The ALT studies are typically conducted in existing classrooms that function normally 
during the periods of observation. The units of analysis are generally the school day 
(or whatever portion of the day constituted the observation period) and the actions of 
the teacher and students. During the data gathering stage, classroom behaviour 
patterns are observed with an instrument designed to tap the instructional and learning 
activities considered critical for a test of the ALT hypothesis (Marliave et a l, 1977). 
Student outcome measures are assessed in the usual pretest-posttest fashion, using an 
array of specially designed achievement tests (Filby and Dishaw, 1977). Within this 
context, the tasks of classroom life are themselves considered to be a sample of the 
same universe of questions from which the items of the standardised tests are drawn. 
In this sense, classroom discourse is a series of achievement tests in dialogue or in 
seatwork (Shulman, 1986a).
With respect to the theoretical aspect of this work, the concept of ALT is traced by 
Berliner (1977) to the formulations of learning and teaching by John B. Carroll (1963), 
Benjamin, S. Bloom (1976), and the team of Annegret Hamischfeger and David Wiley
(1976), all deriving from Carroll’s model of school learning. All of these writers have 
emphasised the importance of time as the central construct in the teaching-learning 
transaction. More specifically, Carroll’s model posits five variables which are 
conceived as determining the times needed or actually spent in the course of a learning 
task and the way in which these variables interact to result in various degrees of
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success in learning. Three of these variables reside in the individual learner -  aptitude, 
ability to understand instruction, and perseverance -  and two stem from external 
conditions -  opportunity and quality of instruction. Most importantly, three of the 
variables are defined so that they can be measured in terms of time. Thus, aptitude is 
defined as the amount of time needed to learn a particular task. Perseverance is the 
amount of time the learner is willing to engage actively in learning. Opportunity is 
defined as the amount of time provided by the teacher for the learning of a particular 
task by a particular* student. The other two variables, ability to understand instruction 
and quality of instruction, are defined in more qualitative terms. Ability to understand 
instruction is described as some combination of “general intelligence” and “verbal 
ability”, which shapes the individual’s type of learning relative to the task in question. 
Quality o f instruction represents the extent to which the instruction provided facilitates 
the learning process of the individual.
The decision to take the formulations of learning and teaching by Carroll as the guiding 
theory of ALT led to the most serious problems of this paradigm. First, the notion of 
instructional quality is inadequately addressed and precluded measurement. It is 
certainly true that those concepts of the model that are measured in terms of time can 
capitalise on the advantages of a scale with a meaningful zero point and equal units of 
measurement. It is also true that if ability to understand instruction corresponds to a 
combination of general and verbal intelligence, it can be assessed in relative terms by 
currently available measuring devices. However, quality of instruction, so central to 
any research on teaching, remains a frustratingly elusive quantity (Shulman, 1986a). 
Indeed, the problems associated with the measurement of instructional quality had been 
anticipated by Carroll himself (1963, p. 729). While Berliner’s (1977) discussion of 
appropriate learning tasks appears to be an indirect way of representing this important 
notion, the continuing difficulty of the ALT proponents in dealing adequately with the 
issues of substantive instructional quality remains a nagging weakness in this research 
paradigm.
In this work as well, the disaggregation of the events of classroom life remains 
troubling. The theory of teaching guiding ALT research is admittedly oversimplified. 
The assumption that the work of the school can be broken down into a series of
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learning tasks is doubted. In actual classroom practice, the various tasks to be learned 
are not necessarily treated as separate and distinct, and the process of teaching is often 
intentionally organised so that learning will take place incidentally and in the course of 
other activities (Garrison and Macmillan, 1994). However, the logic of discrete 
learning tasks'underlying ALT research fails to address the intention of teaching acts. 
In an attempt to offset to some degree this criticism, Carroll (1963) articulated why 
such an oversimplification was needed. He commented that due to the inability of 
previous studies to build an integrated account of the process of student learning, the 
research-on-teaching community was in need of a simplified model of factors 
explaining why students succeed or fail in their learning at the classroom. He went on 
to argue that the assumption of discrete learning tasks would allow the development of 
such a model to take place. But, in any case, need, whether it is perceived or real, 
does not of itself cause need-gratification (Tribe, 2000b). There is no logical reason 
why a need for a simplified model of school learning should lead to the 
oversimplification of classroom life. Therefore, despite Berliner’s (1979, pp. 122-124) 
eloquent attack on the process-product paradigm’s inability to capture the 
“complexities of the classroom, with its myriad interactions” and “the dynamic quality 
of the classroom, with its ever-changing events”, the ALT paradigm as well falls short 
of that richness.
A third and most important weakness of the ALT paradigm regar ds the extent to which 
the significance of relationships is ultimately tethered to performance on standardised 
achievement tests. At least three studies, by Armbruster, Stevens and Rosenshine
(1977), by Porter et al. (1978), and by Freeman et al. (1983), have demonstrated a 
considerable mismatch between what is taught in classrooms and what is measured on 
standardised tests. Freeman et al. (1983) summarise the results of their study thus:
“Most educators assume that there is a reasonable match between content taught 
in textbooks and content tested in standardised tests. ... This investigation 
challenges this assumption... The proportion of topics covered on a standardised 
test that received more than cursory treatment [in the classroom] was never more 
than 50%. ... In the absence of a fully standardised curriculum, any comparison 
or simple interpretation of student performance on standardised achievement tests
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must consider the match between content taught and content tested”, (pp. 511- 
512)
Given the demonstrated mismatch between the content of instruction and the content 
of standardised tests, will the curricular relevance of learning tasks proclaimed by 
Berliner be defined by correspondence with instructional goals and materials, or by 
correlation with test-measured long-term outcomes (Shulman, 1986a)? The answer is 
significant not only for the ALT programme, but for all other programmes that employ 
outcome measures in their work.
Although it was initiated by a critique of the adequacy of the logic of the process- 
product paradigm, it is evident that the ALT paradigm continues to employ many of its 
predecessor’s characteristics and distinctions. As the analysis above implies, it relies 
wholly on observed teacher and student behaviour and on the characteristics of task 
performance, its conception of student learning remains a dubious one, and it continues 
the disaggregation of the events of classroom life. However, ALT remains a more 
explanatory oriented, mediational variant of process-product research. As Shulman 
(1986a, p. 15) has nicely put it, “[ALT] certainly has forsaken its parent’s home ... but 
it remains an unmistakable member of the [process-product] family”.
Gage (1978, p. 75) had criticised the ALT emphasis on allocated and engaged time 
with the observation that time is, in a sense, “a psychologically empty quantitative 
concept”. Unless a better account could be rendered of how and why this time was 
being used by students, differences in academic learning time alone seem insufficient, 
even though meaningful, to account for differences in achievement (Gage, 1978; 
Garrison and Macmillan, 1994). But the ALT’s shift of attention away from the study 
of relationships between the actions of the teacher and the distant outcomes in student 
achievement to the inferred processes of students themselves, served to formulate the 
next major paradigm of research on teaching -  a paradigm to be discussed in the next 
section.
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3.3.3 The student mediation paradigm
The Academic Learning Time paradigm identified the need to fill the gap between 
teaching and academic achievement with a representation of how and what students 
were processing. Its scholars brought attention to the inferred thought processes of 
the students themselves, by developing programmes in which explanatory mediating 
variables were posited to intervene between teacher behaviour and student 
performance, in the form of teaching-process -> student-process -> student-product. 
The perspective is well expressed in a statement by Lee Shulman (1986a) describing 
the concept of mediation:
“When you attend to the possibility that the action is not direct, that it is not im­
mediate, not unmediated, you then posit an intervening process through which the 
initial cause is transformed into its eventually observed effect”, (p. 16)
For the ALT researcher, time serves as the proxy for such an intervening process. Yet, 
for those who seek a better account of “the implicit human processes that mediate 
instructional stimuli and learning outcomes” (Levie and Dickie, 1973, p. 877) a proxy 
will not do. What are students doing with that time? How do they make sense of the 
instruction they receive in classroom? What cognitive processes does a student engage 
in while completing intellectual tasks? These are the overriding questions for those 
who pursue the student mediation paradigm.
As can be learned in the two major chapters that treat the body of work that 
participates in this research paradigm (see Doyle, 1978; Winne, 1995), two sources for 
the explanations of student mediation scholars can be identified. Mehan’s (1979) work 
on the complexity of classroom life exemplifies these sources:
“Success in educational settings has often been gauged entirely in terms of 
academic knowledge, while social behaviour has been assigned residual status. ... 
[However] participation in classroom lessons involves the integration of academic 
knowledge and social or interactional skills”. (p. 34; emphasis added)
These two kinds of accomplishment are the topics of research on the cognitive 
mediation and the social mediation of classroom life respectively. The cognitive
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stream of work in the student mediation paradigm emerges from the work of Ausubel 
(1963) on meaningful verbal learning and the introduction of mathemagenie activities 
by Rothkopf (1966, 1970). While many researchers were attempting to generalise 
principles of simple varieties of learning, Ausubel argued that the cognitive structure of 
students accounted for qualitative differences in their learning. His emphasis on 
cognitive structure had two important effects (Faw and Waller, 1976). First, it served 
to point up the importance of the way in which teaching materials were organised for 
presentation, and second, it drew attention to what students brought with them to the 
learning situation.
Ausubel’s proposals called for direct study of students’ cognitive structures. Perhaps 
because his ideas were difficult to implement and test, the call was largely ignored. It 
took the work of Rothkopf to suggest how the needed investigations might be carried 
out. Although his notion of mathemagenie behaviours (behaviours that give birth to 
learning, encompassing a number of human information-processing operations, such as 
attending, translating, segmenting, etc.) was somewhat imprecisely defined, it did serve 
to remind researchers that the learner’s cognitive actions play an important role in 
determining what is learned (Doyle, 1978). This led to a simple methodology for 
studying teaching and learning:
“manipulate the student’s activities during acquisition by means of special 
instructions, suggestions, or questions, and observe what effects these variations 
have on learning and retention”. (Faw and Waller, 1976, p. 692)
One example of such work is a study by Peterson and Swing (1982). They examine 
the effect of student’s thought processes during a classroom learning situation on their 
achievement. Whereas the process-product researcher would have correlated observed 
student behaviour with student achievement and the ALT scholar would have observed 
the proportion of time during which the student was apparently engaged along with the 
degree of difficulty of the tasks with which the student was working, Peterson and 
Swing proceed to interview the students about their thought processes after observing 
them at the classroom. Consistent with Faw and Waller’s (1976) comments on the 
methodological approach of the paradigm quoted earlier, teaching for the purposes of 
this study proceeded on the basis of a detailed lesson plan developed by the teacher in
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consort with the researchers, which consisted of four segments: review, development, 
controlled practice, and seatwork. Peterson and Swing’s findings suggested that 
student academic achievement depended upon the extent to which students attended 
the lesson during class. Attendance here refers to the extent to which a student is 
actively engaged in specific thought processes related to the lesson in question. The 
study’s data further indicated that the attendance effect was not dependent upon such 
traditional differentiators as ability scores and observed behaviour in classroom. It was 
on these grounds that Peterson and Swing registered an enthusiasm for interviewing 
students about their thought processes to “provide rich information beyond what can 
be obtained by merely observing their behaviour in the classroom” (ibid., p. 489).
The second stream of work on the student mediation paradigm has developed not from 
cognitive psychology, but from the current applications of the sociological traditions of 
W. I. Thomas’s (1923) “definition of the situation” -  a set of ideas describing the 
situation in which action must be taken -  to the realities of classroom life. This work 
has been grounded in the recognition that the most important feature in students’ 
definition o f the situation is the possible effect of their academic performance on their 
achievements in student organisations and personal relations and, like-wise, the effect 
of these on their academic success (Schellenberg, 1965; Becker, Geer and Hughes, 
1968). Indeed, researchers within the social perspective of the student mediation 
paradigm shifted the emphasis of the research community away from a focus on the 
classroom as a site for cognitive teaching and learning. Instead they looked at the 
classroom as a stage on which roles were played and the students’ goals were to 
perform in ways that attract good grades and public recognition (Shulman, 1986a).
Various forms of public recognition for appropriate performance occur in classrooms. 
Students take tests, complete assignments and tasks, answer questions, and so forth. 
These answers are judged by the teacher and these judgements are usually available to 
peers in the classroom and to parents, officials, and others who have not witnessed the 
performance at all (Jackson, 1968). By being recipients and witnesses to these 
judgements, students become aware of evaluative dimensions and build an evaluative 
perspective of a classroom environment (Becker, Geer and Hughes (1968) refer to this 
perspective as the grade point average perspective, wherein grades are the chief form
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institutionalised value and the institutional basis of punishment and reward in 
academic pursuits.) King (1980) demonstrated this perspective in his analysis of the 
relationship between academic performance and grades. He found that:
“Students seemed desirous of successfully completing tasks in the most efficient 
manner possible in order to place themselves in an advantageous position for 
gaining a good mark. ... Of necessity, students perceived the teacher to be the 
mediating influence in achieving this goal and they tended to adapt their 
behaviour with a view to presenting themselves favourably . . (p. 34)
In general, King remarks on the frequency with which the essential goal of students is 
to complete a task rather than to comprehend it. They are exchanging performance for 
evaluation and approval. This evaluative climate in classrooms comiects academic 
tasks to a reward structure. Answers, therefore, are not just evidence of having 
accomplished a task. They also count as points earned in an accountability system 
(Carter and Doyle, 1982).
We can thus envision two streams of mediational processes traversing between 
teacher and learner (Doyle, 1983). Teaching is mediated by the learner’s active 
interpretation of the social reality of the classroom -  the character of praise, patterns 
of public recognition, the cues employed to indicate the ways in which students can 
and should behave if they are to succeed in exchanging performance for grades, etc. 
After the students have perceived and interpreted these cues, they make cognitive 
mediating responses, such as attending, translating, comparing new concepts with 
previous ones, and otherwise engaging with learning tasks. By performing these 
cognitive processes students generate their own cognitive representation and 
construction of the content of what is being taught. Figure 3.2 (see page 86) illustrates 
these two streams of work in the student mediation paradigm.
The two conceptions are remarkably parallel, each arguing that the construction of 
reality, whether social reality in the form of the definition of the situation or cognitive 
reality in the form of mathemagenic behaviours, is the central process explaining 
human behaviour and choice. For both the sociologist and the cognitive psychologist, 
therefore:
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Figure 3.2 The social and cognitive streams of mediating processes
Source: Adapted from Gage, 1985, p. 45
"... the task of explaining the life of classrooms is a matter of discovering the 
simplification and reconstruction of reality employed by the participants to 
transform the world as presented into a world with which they can work”. 
(Shulman, 1986a, p. 17)
In this regard, to understand why students respond as they do, ask not what they were 
taught, but what meaning they assigned to the teaching and the events of classroom life 
and what are the grounds for those constructions. Ironically, despite the parallel 
between the two streams of mediational processes, social and cognitive mediation are 
never studied together (ibid.). With the signal exception of Doyle’s (1983) essay on 
academic work, the research community seemed incapable of thinking about them 
simultaneously.
How well do student mediation scholars achieve the ideal they seek? What problems 
do they encounter as they attempt to understand the mediating processes of classroom 
life? Two serious problems beset the research paradigm for the study of student 
mediations. The first problem concerns the tendency to ignore variations among tasks, 
among forms of teaching, and in the content of subject matter being taught (Shulman, 
1986a). Most work in this regard, by emphasising such variables as attentional focus, 
task completion rates, and time utilisation, reflects a preference for the more stable 
ways in which students regularly respond to the events of classroom life (see for 
example Kounin and Doyle, 1975; Shimron, 1976; King, 1980; Peterson and Swing, 
1982). Those student mediations are treated almost like enduring states employed to 
make sense of one’s own behaviour and the behaviour of others. The studies rarely
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trace such mediations through to the subject specific level of student thought processes 
or to the outcomes of particular teaching episodes.
The second problem concerns the contrast in setting and task features between the 
laboratory traditions of mediating process research and the natural context of teaching 
(Doyle, 1978). The basic issue here is that the reliance of student mediation 
researchers on a restricted range of tasks and on heavily controlled teaching conditions 
is simply not representative of most classroom settings. On such grounds, McKeachie 
(1974) and Cronbach (1975) have questioned the generalisability of laboratory-based 
findings to natural educational environments. In this connection, Shulman’s (1970) 
work on task validity, that is, the extent to which task dimensions in the laboratory are 
congruent with the complex task demands operating in classrooms, is also especially 
relevant.
In sum, the student mediation paradigm characterises student thought processes 
surrounding classroom life with a sensitivity unavailable in other paradigms of research 
on teaching. However, in focusing down on the description of how students respond 
to teaching, the scholar in this paradigm provides quite incomplete portrayals of other 
aspects of the teaching situation. We thus learn important new things about teaching 
from this research, but also forgo parts of the portrayal available from the work in 
other research paradigms. In this regard, a fundamental question remains (Doyle, 
1978): what truly mediates teaching effects in classrooms? To address this question 
the discussion now turns to the classroom ecology paradigm, which extends the 
mediating approach to teaching as it occurs in natural classroom environments.
3.3.4 The classroom ecology paradigm
This section reviews basic issues of theory and method in approaches to research on 
teaching that are alternatively called case-study, ethnographic, qualitative, symbolic 
interactionist, phenomenological, or interpretive (Erickson, 1986). These approaches 
are all slightly different. Nevertheless, within the history of research on teaching they 
have jointly played a critical role in which they raise questions about the findings and 
assumptions of the research paradigms reviewed thus far (with the exception of the
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student mediation paradigm which intersects with the work of the scholar's discussed in 
this section). On this account, they constitute a distinctive, though not simple, family 
of inquiry. From this point on, the term “classroom ecology” will be used to refer to 
the whole family of these approaches to teaching research. This term is adopted for 
three reasons: a) It is more inclusive than many of the others (e.g. ethnography); b) it 
avoids the most frequent misunderstanding of this paradigm of characterising these 
approaches as essentially non-quantitative (a misunderstanding that is carried by the 
term qualitative), since quantification of particular sorts can often be employed in the 
work (Erickson, 1986); and c) it points to the key feature that links the various 
characteristics of this paradigm together -  a central research emphasis in the human 
meaning of the social aspects of the classroom ecosystem and in its elucidation by the 
researcher (Hamilton, 1983).
As the discussion above suggests, this is an extended family of intellectual traditions. 
Indeed, the family includes sociolinguists like Green and Smith (1983) or Cazden 
(1986); ethnographers like Hymes (1981), or Heath (1983); sociologists like Delamont 
and Atkinson (1980); cultural anthropologists like Geertz (1973). However, even 
these classifications are difficult to make because the work so readily draws bridges 
between diverse disciplinary roots. (For example, Gage (1985) tried to work out the 
relationship between ethnographic and sociolinguistic research in his discussions of the 
scientific basis of teaching.)
In the approaches to the study of classroom teaching that have been reviewed thus far, 
certain shared assumptions have been apparent in spite of the contrasts between them. 
Whether the teacher’s verbal or physical behaviour has been seen as the immediate 
cause of learning, as in the process-product tradition, or as the agent whose messages 
are mediated, as in the ALT or student mediation programmes, that it is the starting 
point for analysis has not been a matter of controversy (Shulman, 1986a). In the 
classroom ecology paradigm, however, this linear direction of causality is problematic. 
In a study that holds prominent place in this literature, Hamilton (1983) observes:
“Ecological research treats teaching and learning as continuously interactive 
processes rather than as a cause and effect. Ecologists try to understand the 
system as a whole. Once multiple, often reciprocal, interactions have been traced,
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it is unnecessary and often misleading to isolate a few factors within the system
and label them as ‘cause’ and ‘effect’”, (p. 314)
Bolster (1983) has defined the purposes and rationale for this research paradigm in a 
manner that bears strong similarity to that enunciated by Hamilton:
this approach focuses on situated meanings which incorporate the various 
reactions and perspectives of students. In common with the teachers’ perspective, 
it assumes the multiple causation of events: the classroom is viewed as a complex 
social system in which both direct and indirect influences operate. Unanticipated 
contingencies potentially illuminate rather than confound understanding since 
reaction to the unexpected often highlights the salient meanings assigned to what 
is normal”, (pp. 305-306)
Eveiy context is thus seen as nested within other contexts. Life in classrooms is
understood as a function, not only of the jointly produced local meanings of the
particular classroom group, but also as influenced by the larger contexts in which the 
class is embedded -  the family, community, culture, and socioeconomic system (Ogbu, 
1981). In other words, ecological studies consider person-environment interactions 
not only within the immediate setting of the classroom, but the influences of other 
contexts on those interactions. In this regard, it is the wider ecosystem of the student, 
teacher, classroom, etc., that serves as the theoretical ideal unit of inquiry for the 
ecologist researcher. It is not the behaviour or thought of the individual teacher or 
student. Individual behaviour, interpretations, meanings or motives can be understood 
only in the context of the more general system of organised relations (Green and 
Smith, 1983).
This methodological perspective has important implications for the conceptions of 
teacher effectiveness that classroom ecology researchers bring in their work. The 
purpose of the ecological paradigm is not simply to generate a new set of variables for 
correlational studies to discover new process-product relationships. Rather, it is to 
build and verify a coherent explanatory model of how classrooms work, a model that 
can be used to ask questions and interpret answers about teacher effectiveness (Doyle, 
1978). The paradigm is designed, in other words, to be most useful as a framework 
for thinking about interrelationships among classroom variables rather than as a basis
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of propositions that can be readily translated into principles for practice. Clearly, such 
an approach is less directly related to . the design of a specific teacher effectiveness 
study than either the process-product or the student mediation paradigm (ibid.).
What kinds of phenomena does such work reveal? As can be learned in a number of 
reviews on this paradigm (Green and Smith, 1983; Hamilton, 1983; Cazden, 1986; 
Erickson, 1986) classroom ecology research has dealt with such aspects of classroom 
discourse as participation, linguistic performance, lesson structures, nonverbal cues, 
student failure indicators, and the rules used by teachers to control classroom events. 
The reports describe phenomena that are sometimes already known and sometimes not 
already known (such as a surprising rule for showing respect) and also sometimes 
welcome and sometimes unwelcome (as when teachers are shown to lack influence on 
something educationally important) (Hymes, 1982).
Although it is hard to imagine that anyone could fail to value such work, this paradigm 
is certainly not free of faults. Among the most serious has been the insistence of 
classroom ecology researchers on total context specificity, which, according to Bolster 
(1983, p. 307), implies that “inquiries of this type have no demonstrable 
generalisability”. The point is simple. What is learned ecologically about one 
classroom will have no value in contributing toward a central tendency for use in 
understanding other classrooms. Does every classroom therefore need its own ecology 
if the knowledge produced by such research is to become appropriated into teachers’ 
knowing? Bolster seemed to apprehend this limitation, because he was forced to 
retreat from his insistence on total context specificity. He observed:
“Granting the importance of contextual variables to specific outcomes, it seems 
reasonable to assume that there are broad areas of similarity among classroom 
environments. ... Consequently, when a sizeable body of [classroom ecology] 
descriptions accumulate, we will have strong indications of how teaching effects 
occur in various types of setting”, (p. 307)
In short, classroom ecology work can eventually be used for the same generalisation 
seeking purposes that other forms of research are used for. Clearly, there is some 
contusion here. It is certainly paradoxical to claim that what classroom ecology
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scholars perceive as significant are the particularistic qualities of the classroom but also 
that such research may spawn universal propositions about teaching. This contusion 
manifests itself in the tendency of ecologists toward ambivalence with respect to 
generalisation from case to case and from a concrete case to the world at large 
(Shulman, 1986a). Too frequently in this research paradigm one comes across 
sweeping general statements based on woefully limited data. Inferences that demand 
careful cross-site analyses are based on examination of a single case or then logic from 
data to generalisations is not always specified (ibid.). This occurs despite the rhetoric 
regarding the importance of illuminating the process of teaching and learning rather 
than establishing general laws to guide practice (Hamilton, 1983). Here then, what is 
often seen as a virtue of classroom ecology work, an orientation toward examining the 
detailed particularities of a classroom, becomes also a liability of this paradigm.
The second important problem that can beset research in the classroom ecology 
paradigm lies in its commitment to examining few particular aspects of classroom life 
in pedant detail while ignoring other important features of teaching (e.g. the specific 
curriculum content and the subject matter) (Shulman, 1986a). Contexts outside the 
classroom are too often described in the most general terms and are subsequently 
overlooked in the interpretations of classroom life that follow. One can become 
overwhelmed with details of verbal behaviour, expressions of affect, patterns of 
interaction and question-answer sequences and never understand the simple principles 
of teaching activity. Even Cazden (1983, p. 35), one of the leaders of the classroom 
ecology paradigm, felt obliged to ask whether such research can go beyond providing 
“the anthropological explanations of school failure” that she saw as a plausible, but 
regrettable, characterisation of the yield of ecological research. Therefore, for all its 
emphasis on the larger contexts in which the classroom is nested, the research agenda 
of this paradigm has been defined in rather narrow ways.
Although this review is by no means exhaustive, it does serve to illustrate the value of 
an ecological model for enriching the conceptual and empirical foundations of research 
on teaching and its evaluation. Unquestionably, classroom ecology researchers have 
gone deeper into classroom life, in more detail, than any of their predecessors in 
teaching inquiry. However, it is unfortunately far easier to speak of the importance of
Research on Teaching and Teaching Evaluation 92
documenting the consequences of nested contexts, than it is to conduct the research. 
In this connection, the ambition of classroom ecology researchers has not always been 
matched from their accomplishments and their attention has often been turned away 
from the discipline of their own methods.
3.3.5 Teacher cognition and knowledge
For almost eveiy educational researcher, the first word that comes to mind on hearing 
the word teaching is behaviour. This nearly automatic association is understandable, 
since those two words, teaching and behaviour, have been paired for several years in 
academic deliberations on research on teaching, and in discussions regarding teaching 
policy. When in 1963 Gage (1963, pp. 96-97) defined research on teaching as an 
“activity aimed at increasing our power to understand, predict, and control events of a 
given kind ... in which at least one variable consists of a behaviour or characteristic of 
teachers”, certainly not many eyebrows were raised. Research was surely perceived as 
involving the control of events and the manipulation of variables, and an emphasis on 
behaviour has been the cornerstone of research on teaching since the 1960s (Shulman, 
1986a). Yet, even as the research on teacher behaviour flourished, some educational 
scholars, primarily philosophers, urged that other less observable aspects of teaching, 
associated with notions of thought, judgement or knowledge, be investigated. These 
scholars, such as Scheffler (1965), Jackson (1966) and Green (1971), argued that the 
field of research on teaching has been dominated by an emphasis on what teachers do, 
and called the attention of the educational research community to the importance of 
describing the thinking and planning of teachers as a means to a fuller understanding of 
classroom teaching.
This new emphasis on teacher cognition rests on the fundamental assumption that 
teacher behaviour is substantially influenced and determined by teachers’ thought 
processes. This assumption seems preferable to previous behavioural approaches and 
is considered to be necessary if educational researchers are to understand that which is 
uniquely human in the process of teaching:
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“Though it is possible, and even popular, to talk about teacher behaviour, it is 
obvious that what teachers do is directed in no small measure by what they think.
... To the extent that observed or intended behaviour is thoughtless, it makes no 
use of the human teacher’s most unique attributes. In so doing, it becomes 
mechanical and might well be done by a machine”. (National Institute of 
Education, 1975, p. 7)
Beyond this logical argument for attending to teacher thinking, scholars on this 
paradigm went on to cite resear ch on human information processing, which indicates 
that a person, when faced with a complex situation, constructs a simplified model of 
that situation and then behaves rationally with respect to that simplified model 
(Shavelson, 1973). Simon claims that “such behaviour* is not even approximately 
optimal with respect to the real world. To predict behaviour we must understand the 
way in which this simplified model is constructed, and its construction will certainly be 
related to [one’s] psychological properties as a perceiving, thinking, and learning 
animal” (Simon, 1957; cited in Clark and Peterson, 1986, p. 256). Hence, to 
understand what teachers do, researchers must study the cognitive processes by which 
teachers perceive and define their professional responsibilities and situations.
The systematic study of the thought processes and knowledge of teachers demands 
that researchers deal with serious technical, methodological, and epistemological 
challenges. This research depends heavily on various forms of self-report by teachers 
and the central methodological problem deals with how to elicit and interpret valid and 
reliable self-reports about cognitive processes. The use of verbal reports as data has 
been criticised by Nisbett and Wilson (1977), and their arguments have been 
challenged by Ericsson and Simon (1980). Ericsson and Simon indicated that verbal 
reports are more reliable when a person is reporting on the contents of short-term 
memory. Less reliable and valid data result from probes of teachers’ thoughts that are 
vague or that require respondents to use inferential processes to complete or elaborate 
partially remembered information. Usually, researchers in this paradigm employed 
various combinations of five methods of inquiry: thinking aloud, stimulated recall, 
policy capturing, journal keeping, and the repertory grid technique.
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As with the paradigm of research on classroom ecology, research approaches 
subsumed in the teacher cognition and knowledge paradigm also showed great 
variation. Among the first topics studied in this paradigm were teachers’ cognitive 
processes observed in the course of teacher planning. (See Jackson (1968) for the 
original distinction between the preactive (planning) and interactive (active instruction) 
phases of teaching.) Scholars working in this area emphasised the need for research on 
teaching to examine teachers’ intentions and the link between intentions and behaviour, 
and criticised studies of teaching behaviour for being mechanistic (Clark and Peterson, 
1986). However, the majority of these studies examined teachers’ views of whole 
classes. Thus, just as researchers who had studied teacher behaviour initiated their 
analysis by focusing on how the teachers treated entire classes, the teacher planning 
literature also started at the “global, main-effect level” (Good, 1996, p. 625). Hence, 
despite the rich data base showing dramatic differences in contact between teachers 
and certain types of students, researchers of decision making largely ignored how 
teachers viewed the instructional needs of these different types of students (Good and 
Brophy, 1974).
A second major genre of research within the teacher cognition paradigm was the study 
of teachers’ interactive thoughts and decisions. More specifically, researchers have 
been concerned with the extent to which teachers make interactive decisions that lead 
them to change their plans or their behaviour in the classroom. For example, while 
instruction is underway, a teacher may make a decision to continue with the teaching 
strategy that he or she had planned to use, or not to continue with the strategy as a 
result of a decision.
The forms taken in these studies varied enormously. In some studies (e.g. Conners, 
1978; Colker, 1982), the content of teachers’ interactive thinking was monitored for 
several teachers, each teaching more than one lesson. Other researchers, such as 
Wodlinger (1980) and Shroyer (1981), focused on only one teacher, and several 
investigators examined only one lesson for each teacher (e.g., Semmel, 1977; Fogarty, 
Wang and Creek, 1982). The subject matter of the lessons monitored also varied 
considerably across different studies and included mathematics, geography, and 
physical education.
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This work is exciting. However, it is also characterised by the narrowness of previous 
research. For example, teacher thoughts have been investigated only about a limited 
range of teaching activities. Most of these teaching activities have tied closely to the 
process-product model of teaching, asking how teachers feel about those behavioural 
performances identified as critical for effectiveness. Although these performances are 
important, they represent a severely limited perspective on what might be important for 
teachers to think about. In this sense, the complexity and subtlety of cognitive science 
studies is absent in such work, as are the theoretical constructs that make the cognitive 
psychology of instruction one of the most exciting research paradigms in the study of 
teaching (Shulman, 1986a).
More recent studies in this paradigm examine teachers’ practical knowledge (e.g. 
Elbaz, 1983; Clandinin, 1986; Connelly, Clandinin and He, 1997). In reading the 
research studies in this strand, it becomes clear that the interest of the researchers is in 
what teachers know or believe about their work and how their understanding of then- 
work might itself be understood. This approach is not that of a conventional scientific 
research paradigm, in which the focus would be on whether teachers are instructionally 
effective, how they think given a particular theoretical orientation, or whether their 
actions are predicted by a theory. Instead, researchers in this research programme seek 
to grasp teachers’ knowledge of their working world without imposing theory or 
established methods on the form of inquiry (Connelly and Clandinin, 1990).
In undertaking this line of inquiry, what scholars found is similar to Polkinghome’s 
(1988, p. x) insight when he asked whether clinical practitioners had a better 
understanding of human psychopathology than did theorists: “Practitioners work with 
narrative knowledge. ... they work with case histories and use narrative explanations 
to understand why the people they work with behave the way they do”. On this 
account, the techniques of narrative and story (and the related concepts of narrative 
unity and image) were adopted as ways of avoiding the excessive imposition of 
external theories and constructs on the personal practical knowledge of teachers.
The notions of narrative, narrative unity, story, and image are all central to this 
research programme. However, despite some pains to explain these concepts (see 
Clandinin, 1985; Connelly and Clandinin, 1988, 1990), they remain puzzling for many
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individuals outside this research tradition. For example, the notion of narrative unity 
(this is defined by Clandinin (1985) as a continuum within a person’s experience which 
renders life experiences meaningful for the unity they achieve for the person) remains a 
particularly difficult concept to unpack with precision in the context of classroom 
teaching (Willinsky, 1989). Such concerns regarding the difficulties that can arise 
when using narrative and story as the basis of studying teacher knowledge are also 
echoed in Carter’s (1993) critique of the concepts and methods used in this research 
programme, as well as in related programmes that use techniques of story and 
narrative. Therefore, while this programme offers both conceptions and methods that 
tap an important and frequently ignored type of teacher knowledge, it is so heavily 
enmeshed in theory that it faces the risk of being blurred by its own abstractions 
(Fenstermacher, 1994).
Another more recent area of research on the teacher cognition tradition focuses on 
teachers’ conceptions of subject matter. The groundwork for this kind of teacher 
cognition studies is laid in Shulman’s 1985 presidential address to the American 
Educational Research Association, in which he advanced the notion of pedagogical 
content knowledge -  a form of content knowledge that embodies the aspects of 
content most germane to its teachability (Shulman, 1986b). In this piece, Shulman has 
argued persuasively that how teachers develop examples and models affects how 
students understand subject matter. Although many considered research on teachers’ 
pedagogical subject matter knowledge to be a new 1980s concept, Good (1996) 
correctly pointed out that related interests can be traced in earlier times. For example, 
in 1965 Gage highlighted the importance and meaning of various students’ subject 
matter mistakes and the misconceptions associated with those mistakes.
The research perspective that has emerged from Shulman’s conceptions of teacher 
knowledge addresses questions regarding how student teachers learn to teach subjects 
that they already know or are in the process of acquiring and the ways in which subject 
matter is transformed for teaching (Wilson, Shulman and Richert, 1987; Grossman, 
1990; Shulman, 1992b) This research is pursued through a combination of repeated 
interviews over a two year period of teacher education, oral intellectual histories,
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systematic observation of teaching, and both observation and interviews in a variety of 
other settings (Shulman, 1986b).
This literature, however, also demonstrates the narrowness of earlier research efforts. 
Although the programme argued that the way teachers transform their knowledge 
affects students’ understanding of subject matter, little attention was paid to teachers 
views of subject matter and the ways it should be presented to different students. Of 
many interesting questions bridging these two research perspectives that could be 
raised, the following are examples (Good, 1996): Do teachers think a lesson is good 
for all students or only for some? Do teachers think that subject matter concepts need 
to be presented differently for more and less capable students? Moreover, although 
students’ misconceptions vary widely even in a single classroom, many researchers 
view misconceptions as a class-level variable rather than an individual-student variable 
(ibid.). In this connection, one can see again the limitations of “main effects” thinking 
discussed earlier.
There are, therefore, several kinds of cognitive studies of teachers being pursued. 
First, substantial research has focused on teachers’ preactive and interactive thoughts 
in relation to the generic processes of teaching identified in the process-product 
paradigm. Second, there are the studies of teachers’ practical knowledge. Finally, 
there are the studies of teachers’ understanding and representation of subject matter as 
they instruct particular topics in specific subject matters. Although these studies may 
have yielded less than was anticipated when they were initiated (Good, 1996), research 
on teacher cognition and knowledge remains an area of immense promise. 
Understanding why and how teachers plan for instruction, the knowledge they bring to 
their work, and the conceptions of subject matter that influence their teaching, will 
continue as a central feature of research on teaching (Shulman, 1986a).
3.4 Summary and issues
The discussion of the research paradigms in the study of teaching has come to the end. 
The chapter began with a discussion of the concept of a paradigm and a clarification of 
how the treatment of this concept within the context of this study differed from the
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Kuhnian notion of the term. The intrinsic incompleteness of paradigms for research on 
teaching was introduced and the case was made that the incorporation of these 
paradigms might complement their insufficiencies. That topic will be elaborated 
further in the following sections.
Extensive discussions of the major paradigms themselves were then presented. These 
were: the process-product paradigm, academic learning time, the student mediation 
paradigm, classroom ecology, and teacher cognition and knowledge. In the course of 
these discussions it became apparent that the study of teaching usually involves coming 
to understand the relationships between different aspects of teaching. Thus, for 
example, research in the process-product paradigm typically examines the relationships 
between teacher behaviour and subsequent student capacities. Research on ALT 
relates teaching performance and student actions, as inferred from the time allocations 
made by students. The student mediation paradigm examines student thought and 
feelings, usually in relation to their academic performance or teacher actions. The 
classroom ecology paradigm examines the reflexive influences of teacher and student 
actions and thoughts within the context of the more general system of organised 
relations in which the class is embedded. Research on teacher cognition examines the 
relations of teacher thoughts and knowledge to their actions. The drawing set out in 
Figure 3.3 presents a synoptic map of research on teaching, which attempts to portray 
the relationships between these different aspects of the activity.
But this map cannot be a comprehensive model of teaching. Rather, it is a 
representation of the variety of topics of the field of research on teaching and its 
evaluation, related to one another as usefully as it is possible for a schematic 
representation. Different research paradigms select different parts of the map to define 
the phenomena for their inquiries. These selections were not made so rationally, 
however. Researchers did not think the trade-offs among approaches and deliberately 
select that particular approach that suited optimally their investigation. Instead, they 
were driven by their individual disciplinary roots, their educational ideologies, and 
most of all, their reaction to each other’s work (Shulman, 1986a). Indeed, as the 
review of the different paradigms suggests, the history of research on teaching appears 
to be one of changing fashions, with each new generation of researchers neglecting the
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Figure 3.3 A synoptic map of research on teaching
[ TEACHER | 
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Source: Adapted from Shulman, 1986a, p. 9
work of their predecessors and concentrating their attention on new questions. In this 
process, researchers and educators often ignored useful information yielded by 
previous research rather than attempted to consolidate what is known with emerging 
knowledge. Good (1996) summarises the situation well in his chapter for the 
Handbook o f Research on Teacher Education:
“... as new paradigms have been initiated, researchers have tended to emphasise the 
newness of their findings and to suggest, yet again, sweeping reform for schooling 
practice. ... Unfortunately, education has always been noted for fadism and radical 
transformations rather than the systematic synthesis of knowledge”, (p. 632)
Against this background, the following sections will discuss two important issues that 
cut across the paradigms discussed earlier. These will include the conceptions of 
inquiry that characterise different paradigms, and the issue of the merit and 
compatibility of different research methods used for the purpose of their investigations. 
The purpose of this analysis is to argue that no single perspective or method can 
capture the full set of teaching aspects and that a connection between their 
insufficiencies might overcome the limitations of the individual research paradigms that 
have been reviewed.
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3.4.1 Conceptions of inquiry in the study of teaching
A  number of the controversies reviewed earlier have rested on underlying differences 
in the conception of inquiry in educational research. These differences have many 
facets and take many forms. Within the teaching research community, however, the 
major point at issue has been whether scientific standards have any place in teaching 
research (see for example Howe, 1984; Greene, 1994). Here the arguments have 
centred on the two dominant philosophical attitudes towards the nature of the social 
sciences -  naturalism and the alternative interpretive view (Freeman and Jones, 1980). 
Hence, while naturalism, “the doctrine that the social sciences should replicate the aims 
and methods of the natural sciences” (Carr, 1995, p. 78), is frequently espoused in 
many studies on teaching research (especially those in the process-product and ALT 
paradigms), the interpretive view, which “holds that because social action is intentional 
it cannot be studied scientifically” (ibid.), is invoked to provide a philosophical 
rationale for all those approaches that posit a sharp scission between the natural and 
the social sciences.
The differences between these two conceptions of research inquiry are not unique to 
the study of teaching, but represent a particular reflection of the general controversy 
that has characterised the entire history of the social sciences (Ryan, 1970). However, 
what, for the present purposes of this chapter, is of interest is how the introduction of 
this controversy into discussions about the nature of teaching research leads to a 
partial, one-sided realisation of the activity.
One way to reveal this inconsistency is through a discussion of the strengths and 
weaknesses of the naturalist and interpretive approaches. One of the obvious strengths 
of the naturalist approach is its aspiration to adopt methodological principles designed 
to guard against the intrusion of subjectivity, prejudice and bias (Bryant, 1985). 
Another is its claim that there may be factors operative in teaching situations that 
remain opaque to the self-understandings of teachers and cannot be explained by 
reference to their intentions and beliefs (Carr, 1995). However, although naturalist 
approaches to teaching research properly refuse to be confined only to the concepts 
and beliefs of teachers, they mistakenly infer from this that solutions to teaching 
problems can be produced on the basis of teachers’ observable actions and capabilities
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alone, without any reference to their inferred intentions, reasons, attitudes, goals, or 
other cognitive states and properties in terms of which these actions arise. This 
perspective has been questioned by critics of the naturalist approach because it 
represents a misleading picture of the human being. Hampden-Turner (1970), for 
example, concludes that the naturalist view of human beings is biased in that it is 
conservative and ignores important qualities. This restricted image of humans, he 
contends, comes about because social scientists concentrate on the predictable and 
invariant aspects of the person to the exclusion of the subjective world. Within the 
context of research on teaching, this failure to consider the relationship between 
natural scientific concepts and the concepts and theories informing teaching practice 
means that the theoretical powers of teachers are overlooked. This ensures a failure to 
appreciate how teaching problems are generated out of the experiences of teachers and 
only emerge when the ways in which those experiences are manifested in practice are 
found to be inadequate (Carr and Kemmis, 1986).
The major strengths of the interpretive approach derive from its insistence that 
research on teaching must be rooted in the concepts and theories of teachers. 
However, the crucial weakness of the approach is that from the correct observation 
that educational research must be interpretive, it infers that this exhausts the purpose of 
the enterprise. But to concede that teaching problems for investigation arise out of the 
ideas and beliefs of teachers is not to accept that these ideas and beliefs are true. 
Although teachers’ conceptions and cognitions may be constitutive of their actions and 
behaviour, they are also conceptions and cognitions about the nature of the situation in 
which they are operating. As such they always entail some minimal claims about the 
way things are, which may turn out to be false (Giddens, 1976). As Rex (1974) 
observes:
“Whilst patterns of social reactions and institutions may be the product of the 
actors’ definitions of the situations there is also the possibility that those actors 
might be falsely conscious. We need not be confined purely and simply to that 
social reality which is made available to us by participant actors themselves”.
(cited in Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000, p. 26)
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Moreover, unless some distinction can be made between what teachers think or believe 
they are doing and what they are actually doing, there would not be any teaching 
problems as such (Carr, 1995). It is precisely because there is some difference 
between what teachers do and their understanding of what they are doing, that 
teaching problems occur (ibid.). Looked at in this way, it is evident that by failing to 
recognise teachers’ misunderstandings, the interpretive approach deprives itself of any 
means of confr onting the problems that these misunderstandings create.
It has, thus, been observed that a key feature distinguishing paradigms of research is 
their relative emphases on behaviour or thought, on the observable actions of teachers 
or on their internal frame of reference. It has also been illustrated that the two 
emphases clearly connect to distinctive conceptions of scientific inquiry and that any 
attempt to reduce teaching research to either of these conceptions results in a partial 
conception of the enterprise. If any conception of inquiry in the study of teaching is 
insufficient, is there no alternative to conducting research that is limited in its 
perspectives? Shulman (1986a) provides an interesting approach to this issue. 
Starting from the idea that history may serve as a useful analogy that clarifies the 
differences between the two perspectives of research on teaching identified earlier, he 
goes on to quote at length a passage of Collingwood (1946) on the doing of history:
“The historian makes a distinction between what may be called the outside and the 
inside of an event. By the outside I mean everything belonging to it which can be 
described in terms of bodies and their movements: the passage of Caesar, 
accompanied by certain men, across a river called Rubicon. By the inside of the 
event I mean that in it which can only be described in terms of thought: Caesar’s 
defiance of Republican law, or the class of constitutional policy between himself 
and his assassins. The historian is never concerned with either of these to the 
exclusion of the other. He is investigating not mere events (where by a mere event 
I mean one that has only an outside and no inside) but actions, and an action is the 
unity of the outside and inside of an event”, (pp. 213-214; original emphasis)
Collingwood’s observations are instructive in two ways (Shulman, 1986a). They help 
one see more clearly the differences among researchers on teaching with regar d to their 
perspectives on what kind of scholarship they pursue. Additionally, they imply that
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while distinctly different, the two approaches are not, in principle, incompatible (or as 
Bruner (1986) has put it, the two approaches are complementary but irreducible). 
Here again, Collingwood offers an insightful argument when he contrasts the doing of 
history with the doing of natural science:
“In the case of nature, this distinction between the outside and the inside of an 
event does not arise. The events of nature are mere events, not the acts of agents 
whose thought the scientist endeavours to trace. It is true that the scientist, like 
the historian, has to go beyond the mere discovery of events; but the direction in 
which he moves is very different. Instead of conceiving the event as an action and 
attempting to rediscover the thought of its agent, penetrating from the outside to 
its inside, the scientist goes beyond the event, observes its relation to others, and 
thus brings it under a general formula or law of nature”, (p.214)
Collingwood thus argues that, in contrast to the work of the natural scientist, the work 
of the historian requires the commingling of the two orientations. In fact, this 
combination of the naturalistic and interpretive perspectives in the same field of study 
is not only seen as legitimate, but as an essential marriage in any truly comprehensive 
piece of historical (and, perhaps educational?) inquiry. It is precisely because history 
so readily defies categorisation that it may serve as a useful analogy for the 
incorporation of the naturalist and interpretive perspectives in the study of teaching 
advocated in this chapter.
3.4.2 Research methods
The purpose of this section is to address the issue of the merit and compatibility of 
different research methods accompanying the different paradigms and conceptions of 
inquiry discussed in this chapter. Teaching research currently makes use of a number 
of different methods, many of them classifiable as either quantitative or qualitative 
(Smith, 1983). Depending on how they are applied in specific contexts, quantitative 
methods are also known as confirmatory, predictive, or hypothesis-testing methods 
(Kerlinger, 1970). Among quantitative methods are the techniques of experiment, 
correlational study, and survey research. Qualitative methods are also often known as 
exploratory, interpretive, narrative, or hypothesis-generating methods (Erickson,
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1986). Among the techniques of qualitative methods are those used in ethnography, 
ecological research, and cognition studies.
Quantitative methods have reigned dominant in educational research for most of the 
last century. These methods are highly congruent with notions of the naturalist 
approach to research inquiry, especially the behaviourist tradition, which -  until 
recently -  has been the dominant tradition in teaching research. Over the years, 
however, a number of attacks on quantitative methods has markedly diminished their 
use.
The most damaging of these attacks came from the critics of behaviourism, who saw a 
tight link between the experiment, the correlation criterion, and many other of the 
trappings of predictive inquiry, and the research tradition of behaviourism 
(Fenstermacher, 1986). That link is the outcome of educational researchers taking 
seriously the methodological demands of naturalist inquiry by adopting the procedures 
and controls that brought them as close as possible to methodological isomorphism 
with the natural sciences (ibid.). The problems with this approach are well known 
among social scientists. To make these natural sciences methods work, researchers 
either had to deny that human beings had the capacity to act with purpose, or ignore 
their tacit attributes (attitudes, thoughts, knowledge, etc.). In most cases they did both 
by adopting the doctrine that teaching can be described and defined in terms that are 
purely behavioural in reference.
The precise target of the anti-behaviourists’ attack has been science’s dehumanising 
view of the educational situation, which excludes notions of individuality. One of the 
most sustained and consistent attacks in this respect came from Ions (1977). While 
acknowledging that behaviourism can take much credit for throwing light in dark 
comers, he expresses serious concerns at the way in which quantification, assisted by 
behavioural theory, is used. On this point he writes:
“The argument begins when we quantify the process and interpret the human act.
In this respect, behavioural science represents a form of collectivism which runs
parallel to other developments this century. However high-minded the intention,
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the result is depersonalisation, the effects of which can be felt at the level of the 
individual human being, not simply at the level of nature”, (p. 87)
His objection is not directed at quantification per se, but at quantification when it 
becomes an end itself -  a branch of mathematics rather than a humane study seeking to 
explore the gritty circumstances of the human condition (ibid.). This view also echoes 
Horkheimer’s (1972) powerful critique of naturalism as the “mathematication of 
nature”.
The attacks on the logic of behaviourism seriously weakened the methodological 
assumptions and presuppositions about the verifiability and explanatory power of 
quantification (Phillips, 1981). Increasingly, researchers themselves became 
disillusioned with what they had long assumed to be the promise of quantitative 
methods (predictability, control, etc.). Lee Cronbach (1975, 1982) has been among 
the most powerful of the critical voices. He has called for a reduction in concern over 
methodological orthodoxies and has raised serious doubts that inquiries disciplined by 
the quantitative procedures of the social sciences can lay claim to achieving significant 
levels of generalisability:
“All social scientists are engaged in case studies. The observations take meaning 
from their time and place, and from the conceptions held by those who pose the 
questions and decide how to tabulate”. (Cronbach, 1982, p. 75)
By the 1970s, the trend against quantitative methods was so powerful that 
Fenstermacher (1986) observed:
“The reaction to behaviourism, at least in its stringent forms, was so vituperative 
that the baby of quantitative methods may have been tossed out with the bathwater 
of behaviourism”, (p. 42)
It was no surprise then to find a generation of educational scholar s raised on the anti- 
quantitative movement to introduce qualitative methods in the field of research on 
teaching. The entiy was not an easy one, for there were those researchers who 
dismissed qualitative methods, contending that proponents of the anti-quantitative 
stance have gone too far in abandoning scientific procedures of verification and in
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giving up hope of discovering useful generalisations about behaviour. Are there not 
dangers, it is suggested, in rejecting the approach of natural sciences in favour of 
methods more akin to literature and journalism? Some specific criticisms of the 
methodologies used are well directed:
“If the carefully controlled interviews used in social surveys are inaccurate, how 
about the uncontrolled interviews favoured by the newer perspectives? If 
sophisticated studies of behaviour are not good enough, are participant 
observation studies any better”? (Argyle, 1978, p. 243)
“And what of the insistence of the interpretive methodologies on the use of verbal 
accounts to get at the meaning of events, rules and intentions? Are there not 
dangers? Subjective reports are sometimes incomplete and they are sometimes 
misleading”. (Bernstein, 1974, p. 151)
However, these objections softened as those employing qualitative methods produced 
research that the users of quantitative methods found challenging and illuminating 
(such as the work of Wolcott, 1977; Ogbu, 1978; and Erickson, 1982). Concern also 
diminished because of the willingness of many qualitative researchers to address the 
problems of validity and generalisability (see for example Spradley, 1979; Kidder, 
1981).
Once qualitative methods have established themselves as a worthy means for 
undertaking scholarly inquiry in education and teaching, the question of their relation 
to quantitative methods was raised. Using the general heading of naturalistic inquiry, 
Guba (1978) was among the first educational theorists to examine the differences 
between quantitative and qualitative methods, concluding that the two positions are 
not compatible. More recently, Smith K. J. (1983) has also provided a useful attempt 
to clarify the issue, reaching similar conclusions to those of Guba.
Despite the acknowledgement of the apparent incompatibility of quantitative and 
qualitative methods by these authors, the approach of this chapter to this issue is that 
the absence of compatibility does not mean that these two major forms of inquiry can 
never be reconciled. Because in teaching one deals with persons, with entities that 
possess purpose, the research community cannot rely solely on quantitative methods
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which focus on visible externalities to the exclusion of teachers’ subjective world. 
However, one must also not forget that teaching is a practical activity where many of 
the strongest messages teachers communicate to students are expressed through 
classroom behaviour. For the purpose of this case, over-reliance on qualitative 
approaches that become hermetically sealed from the world outside teachers’ theatre of 
activity is also inappropriate. Thus, despite the absence of compatibility between 
quantitative and qualitative methods, a fully adequate programme of research on 
teaching may well require the use of both kinds of inquiry. In this matter, this chapter 
adopts a parallel position to Shulman’s (1981) observations about the variety of 
methods comprising educational research:
“... each is demanding and rigorous and follows disciplined rules or procedures.
Taken together these approaches build a methodological mosaic that is the most
exciting current field of applied social research -  the study of education”, (p. 12)
3.5 This is how it is -  but is it how it should be?
To date, then, a good deal of the discussion and research on teaching has been 
concerned with what might be called the grand dualisms of education: naturalism and 
the interpretive approach, quantification and qualitative methods. In one way, this is 
quite natural. The debate on any issue tends to get polarised, so the arguments of the 
day typically take this antithetical form (Squires, 1999). But that is no reason to 
assume that educational, and more specifically teaching, issues are inherently 
antithetically dualistic, matters of either/or, and therefore best formulated in these 
terms. Such deeper dualism, it has been argued, results in the longer-term pendulum 
swings that tend to mark thinking and practice in the field.
Against this background, the purpose here is to try to weaken the hold of any 
particular conception of teaching enquiry. This is attempted by proceeding to argue 
that the offending conceptions require to be replaced by a quite different one, which 
despite the fact that it does not follow the grain of common research practice in the 
field, nonetheless reflects and expresses the true nature of teaching rather more 
faithfully.
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On this view, then, this section is an attempt to set out a coherent view of the activity 
of teaching: what it is, what it involves. In this respect, the approach taken in this study 
is different than that taken in most of the current literature. There has been a great 
deal of writing in the last four decades on teaching and its evaluation -  in terms of 
teachers’ knowledge-bases and competencies, the nature of professional judgement and 
meta-cognition, and so on -  but by and large such writing assumes the ontology of 
teaching to be unproblematic. Everyone, it seems, knows what teaching is. By 
contrast, the assumption here has been that one has to establish an ontology of 
teaching before researching its evaluative issues.
3.5.1 A concept of teaching
This section sets out the conceptual approach taken by this study for its enquiry into 
the field of teaching and its evaluation. The development of the theory that follows has 
its roots in the work of Fenstermacher (1986, 1994), Shulman (1986a, 1987), Squires 
(1997, 1999) and Wilson, Shulman and Richert (1987), among others. The theory may 
be expressed in the following two propositions or general hypotheses:
1) Dimensions of teaching evaluation should be introduced as evaluative elaborations 
on the generic concept of teaching.
2) There exists a basic dichotomy in the dimensions on which teachers vary, 
corresponding generally to (1) a teacher’s understanding of what is to be taught (a 
teacher’s knowledge of subject matter) and (2) how it is to be taught (a teacher’s 
characteristics related to the conduct of teaching).
Some brief explanation of the rationale behind this theory is in order. The more one 
studies education, the more one becomes convinced of a contusion of the generic 
meaning of “teaching” with its elaborated forms, such as good teaching and successful 
teaching. In fact, this issue was one of Jackson’s (1986) prime concerns. In his 
important book on the practice of teaching he raises the question as to whether it is 
possible to define teaching in a way that speaks of its true meaning or essence without 
also becoming entangled with a definition that involves the meaning of good teaching.
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The connection between ontological and axiological definitions of teaching is also one 
of the main themes of Squire’s (1999) book Teaching as a Professional Discipline.
An investigation into the features that are attached to the concept of teaching as a 
result of the way the term is used in the language of everyday discourse sets forth an 
analysis that attempts to offer a response to Jackson’s question. The main point of this 
analysis is to present an argument regarding the content, character, and dimensions of 
teaching that also reveals how easily one can confuse the generic meaning of teaching 
with its elaborated meanings. The question that focuses the argument is one posed by 
Hirst some years ago: How do we distinguish teaching from other activities? (Hirst, 
1973). This question initiates an ontological analysis, the task of which is to tease out 
the basic meaning or essence of the term “teaching”.
The work of Fenstermacher on the different methods for research on teaching provides 
a helpful way to initiate this analysis. He sets forth what he calls “The Generic 
Conditions” for teaching (Fenstermacher, 1986, p. 38), as follows:
1. There is a person, P, who possesses some
2. content, c, and who
3. intends to convey or impart c to
4. a person, R, who initially lacks c, such that
5. P and R engage in a relationship for the purpose of P’s acquiring c.
Returning to the question that initiated this inquiry (how do we distinguish teaching 
from other activities?), one answer is that a teacher possesses some knowledge or 
other content not understood by others, presumably the students, and he or she intends 
to convey this content to the students, leading to a formation of a relationship between 
them for this purpose. In doing so, the tasks of the teacher include selecting the 
content to be learned, adapting the material to the level of the students, helping 
students to get access to the content, serving the students as a primary source of 
knowledge so that the student becomes skilled at acquiring content. Therefore, 
teaching necessarily begins with a teacher’s understanding of what is to be taught and 
how it is to be taught (Shulman, 1987; Nuttgens, 1988). It proceeds through a series
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of activities during which the students are provided instruction and opportunities for 
learning, though the learning itself remains the responsibility of the students.
This last point bears a bit more exploration because some readers may argue that in 
order for P to be teaching at all, R must acquire what P is teaching. That is, there can 
be no teaching without learning. If R never learns c as a result of his association with 
P, can it still be maintained that P is teaching R1 The answer is yes. As will be 
illustrated in a moment, to argue that there is no teaching without learning confuses 
the generic conditions with what might be called the appraisal conditions of teaching. 
As Fenstermacher has nicely put it, “it makes no more sense to require learning in 
order to be teaching than it does to require winning in order to be racing, or finding in 
order to be looking” (Fenstermacher, 1986, p. 38). Clearly, ideas about teaching must 
relate to ideas about learning, because the purpose of the former is in some ways to 
enhance the latter (Squires, 1999). However, it is important to remember that learning 
goes on all the time, whether people are being taught or not. Indeed, there is now 
widespread evidence from studies of adult learning that the learning that goes on 
within the confines of formal education is only the visible tip of a much larger iceberg 
of ubiquitous, informal, self-directed learning (Tough, 1971; Brockett and Hiemstra, 
1991; Candy, 1991).
The five characteristics listed above constitute a generic meaning of teaching. The 
generic conditions provide the basis for answering whether or not some activity is 
teaching as opposed to something else. It follows logically that any additions to these 
conditions are simple elaborations on this generic concept (Fenstermacher, 1986). 
There are many ways to elaborate on this generic notion depending on the approach 
adopted by researchers when they study the concept. For example, anthropologists 
make cultural elaborations, behavioural psychologists make behavioural elaborations, 
and so it goes for the many different approaches to the study of teaching. In a similar 
manner, researchers concerned with what might be called the appraisal conditions of 
the activity make evaluative elaborations. (Returning to the issue of learning 
discussed earlier, what is argued is that students need not acquire c before teachers 
may be said to be teaching in the generic sense o f the term. On the other hand, if the 
appraisal conditions are introduced as elaborations on the generic concept, then it
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would be the case that good teaching requires the teacher to facilitate students’ 
learning -  e.g. by accommodating their readiness to learn and encouraging their 
interest in the material.)
That P is successful or unsuccessful at the task of teaching is determined by evaluative 
elaborations on the generic conditions and not by the generic conditions themselves. 
This is as it should be, for it is important not to confound the generic meaning of the 
term with elaborations regarding the goodness of the activity (Powell, 1968). 
However, it is argued here that the generic conditions provide a theoretical foundation 
that allows empirical questions related to the evaluation of teaching to be formulated 
more precisely and productively than they have sometimes been in the past. The 
thrust of the argument is threefold. First, a similar perspective on the issue of teaching 
evaluation is offered by Squires (1997), who stresses the importance of arriving at an 
adequate conceptualisation of teaching before tackling the evaluative issues. Second, 
consistency between theoiy development and empirical testing is a basic tenet of 
nearly all research (Bagozzi, 1984; Ekinci and Riley, 1999). Third, the theoretical 
foundation discussed above can serve the study as a “safety net” that reduces the 
uncertainty stemming from the lack of consensus in educational circles about the real 
meaning or the evaluation of teaching, or the relationship between them (Stergiou, 
Airey and Riley, 2002).
Having established the relationship between the ontology and the evaluation of 
teaching, the focus of the discussion returns to the generic conditions of the activity 
because they suggest two basic and powerful questions that one can ask about all 
teaching situations. These questions will be elaborated eventually to form the two 
dimensions of a construct for the evaluation of teaching in tourism higher education, 
and be related to one another to provide an integrated analysis of teaching in the field. 
The two questions are: What is to he taught? How is it to be taught? Each of these 
questions is explored in turn.
The first question permits the analysis to consider a key aspect of the teaching process, 
that of the content of a subject. In education, the word “content” is quite ambiguous. 
It can refer to everything that the student experiences as part of a course, or it can refer 
more narrowly to the subject matter (Squires, 1999). It is being used in the latter
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sense here, because it is important to identify content as an aspect of teaching that 
needs attention in its own right, and does not simply get subsumed under something 
else. This point of view is perhaps nowhere stated with more clarity and succinctness 
than in the work of Dunkin and Biddle. In The Study o f Teaching, Dunkin and Biddle 
(1974) set forth their view that the content ought not be viewed as a context variable, 
comparable to class size or classroom climate, but should rather occupy a prominent 
position in the agenda of research on teaching. In a similar manner, the writings of 
Shavelson and Stem (1981) and Shulman (1986a, 1986b, 1987) leave little doubt that 
one cannot make much more progress in the study of teaching without considering the 
content of the subject matter. Content, therefore, emerges as a potentially major 
variable in the study of teaching.
Central to any discussion of content -  the subject matter of a course -  is the academic 
unit responsible for teaching this content. The thrust of the argument is based on the 
assumption that a teacher should certainly possess a certain minimum facility with, and 
understanding of, the subject to be taught (Wilson, Shulman and Richert, 1987). As 
Brown (1978) sees it, one of the principal responsibilities of teachers is to give 
students a better understanding of the content. Using the metaphor of “giving” one is 
reminded that teachers cannot give students something they do not have (Raths, 
1999).
For all its apparent concreteness or obviousness, this argument introduces a new twist 
in the analysis. Up to this point, the subject matter of a course has been the focal 
concept, whereas a teacher’s subject-knowledge now appeals to be an important 
conception. This twist in the analysis may be stated in the form of a question: What 
knowledge is essential for teaching? However, on the basis of the principle that 
subject matter knowledge is topic-specific (Leinhardt and Smith, 1985), the key 
question in the context of this study is: What knowledge is essential fo r an academic 
teaching tourism? This inquiry into the nature of teacher knowledge within the 
confines of tourism higher education, involves some fundamental epistemologieal 
questions, which serve as the starting point for analyses dealing with knowledge: How 
is this knowledge organised? How is it justified? What forms does it take? Which are 
the sources informing this knowledge?
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One may, with reason, wonder whether any benefit is to be gained by working one’s 
way through the epistemological underbrush while traversing the teacher knowledge 
terrain. The value is in having a basis for deciding whether the knowledge of one 
teacher is better, trustworthier, or more resistant to criticism than the knowledge of 
any other teacher. Fenstermacher (1994) put it clearly when he asserted that “to the 
extent that a conception of knowledge has epistemic merit [emphasis added], it will 
provide a basis for determining the strength, confidence, or trustworthiness of a claim 
to know something ...” (p. 34). While far more can be said regarding the 
epistemological aspects of a teacher’s subject-knowledge, elucidation of them is not a 
central purpose of this study. What is important here is that the teacher has special 
responsibilities in relation to subject-knowledge, serving as the primary source of 
student understanding of subject matter (Smith, 1983). This responsibility places 
special demands not only on the teacher’s own depth of subject matter knowledge, but 
also on the teacher’s understanding of how that knowledge should be ordered in ways 
that will be clear and accessible to the students (Shulman, 1987).
The analysis above opens up the wider discussion concerning the methods and 
techniques of teaching -  the “how” of the activity (recall that the capacity to teach was 
generically defined as centering around a teacher’s understanding of what is to be 
taught and how it is to be taught). It is significant that the discussion is coming to 
methods last, because in many books in teaching they come first. The whole of the 
preceding discussion on subject-knowledge should have made it clear why one cannot 
begin with methods. Methods are the means of teaching something. They are not 
synonymous with the activity nor can teaching be reduced simply to its methods 
(Squires, 1999). But by the same token one must not dismiss them. It is not enough 
to know about teaching and/or to have mastery of a subject (Wilson, Shulman and 
Richert, 1987). In the end one has to teach and this inescapably involves methods and 
techniques.
The point of concern within the context of this study, is what is actually meant by a 
teaching method. Within the realm of teaching studies, “method” is a term usually 
associated with the ways of going about the activity of teaching. It refers to all forms 
of educational hardware and software that teachers have at their disposal and the
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methods and techniques for using them (Squires, 1999). It is in this sense that we can 
speak of teaching methods as procedural, in that a teacher is always concerned with 
and involved in going about things and doing things.
The word procedural is being used here not only to mean an identifiable, often linear 
sequence of steps and operations but also to capture the subtler and less explicit ways, 
styles and approaches that form pail of the collective professional wisdom of teachers. 
The main source of this idea is Squire’s work on the professionalisation of teaching 
(1999), which, drawing on the work of Doyle (1988), warns against too reductive an 
approach to teaching methods in the sense that they go beyond everyday expertise. In 
Squire’s terms, the point about teaching methods is that they need to be tailored to 
situations which are not wholly routine, but in which new problems have to be handled. 
The implication of this is that although everyday common sense is important, it is 
insufficient to meet professional demands and the teacher has to acquire some 
additional kinds of know-how: the capacity to turn intention into effect in a particular 
context. Methods of teaching thus connote not just a particular technique (for example 
using group work) but also a whole approach to teaching, and it is in this sense that the 
term is used here.
While the discussion may seem to have come a long way from the initiation of this 
analysis, the underlying point is still the same. The means and forms of teaching, 
structure and colour our perception of the whole activity. A teacher’s understanding 
of what is to be taught is entangled with how they teach it. This line of thinking about 
the activity of teaching was built into the present study in the form of two major 
dimensions. These two dimensions, described as teacher knowledge (of content) and 
teaching ability (a teacher’s behaviour and approaches related to the conduct of 
teaching), provide the basis on which the investigation of this study will rest.
3.6 Conclusion
The discussion in this chapter has fiirther developed the rationale for this thesis. For a 
gap in the study of teaching is evident. This gap is caused by the fact that existing
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analyses of teaching and its evaluation deploy methodologies which result in only a 
partial account of the possible aspects of the activity.
The substantive task of this chapter has been the development of an alternative 
framework for the study of teaching in higher education. It therefore needed to ask 
what kind of research activity is underway. In exploring research on teaching 
however, this chapter has drawn more widely on education in general and from other 
levels. There are of course some important differences between higher education and 
other levels, not least in the extent to which it draws much more heavily on research 
and new knowledge and in the extent to which the students themselves normally have 
a wider experience on which to draw. However, notwithstanding these differences, 
the approach adopted here both sets a wider framework and also is in recognition of 
the greater amount of research on levels other than higher.
As the extensive discussions of the major paradigms in the study of teaching suggest, 
teaching research has at the same time absorbed two competing views of the social 
sciences -  the established, traditional view of naturalism and the more recent 
interpretive view. The analysis proceeded to show why the framing of teaching 
questions should not be based on a slavish adherence to either of these contending 
views -  and also on their corresponding predilections for quantitative versus 
qualitative methods, and their preference for the characterisation of behaviour as 
against the representation of thought. For example, the question of teaching is not one 
of cause and effect. Teaching cannot be defined just by testing and measuring it, 
because it exists in the social rather than the natural world. Paraphrasing Tribe (1999) 
ever so slightly, teaching is not a natural phenomenon that exists independently of 
human thought, just waiting to be discovered like a new planet or star. For, as 
Aristotle observed so long ago, the peculiar human capacity for rational deliberation -  
for conceiving purposes, devising plans or forming strategies -  contributes a 
teleological dimension to the explanation of human behaviour, which does not appear 
to be entirely eliminable in favour of the sort of causal or experimental accounts 
favoured by naturalism (Carr, 1994). Thus, any solely naturalist method, which 
dehumanises the activity of teaching, is judged inappropriate.
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Rather teaching is socially constructed, that is to say it is the product of human 
thought and negotiation (Tribe, 1999). Undeniably then, the understanding of the 
research community regarding the actions of teachers necessarily requires knowledge 
of their intentions, thoughts, strategies or other cognitive states. However, this camiot 
be said to comprise the only purpose of teaching research. Here is rehearsed the 
tension between naturalist and interpretive approaches (Layder, 1994); the danger of 
the latter is that by becoming sealed from the world outside teachers’ cognitive 
properties they put artificial boundaries on the study of teaching by neglecting teacher 
behaviour. Therefore, just as naturalist theories can be criticised for their failure to 
understand the social reality of teaching, so interpretive and qualitative can be 
criticised for their narrowly micro-sociological perspective.
On the basis of these inconsistencies, this chapter contends that teaching can be fully 
understood only when these alternative perspectives and methodologies are brought 
together. In this respect a theory of teaching has been developed. The theory depicts 
two dimensions that are importantly involved in the process of teaching. These 
dimensions are (a) teacher knowledge and (b) teaching ability. These two dimensions 
differ in an important way. This is their relative emphases on thought or behaviour, 
on the inferred cognitive states or on the observable and directly measurable actions 
and capacities of individuals. The properties of teacher knowledge exist “inside 
teachers’ heads” and thus are unobservable. In contrast, teaching ability is for the 
most part expressed through teachers’ behaviour and actions in the classroom, which 
constitute observable phenomena. By proposing that these two dimensions should be 
studied together, the argument is put forward that any truly comprehensive piece of 
teaching research requires the commingling of the two emphases.
The picture of teaching that has emerged from this chapter is an extremely complex 
one. It is not enough to view teaching in terms of either behaviour or cognition, one 
has to take account of both. In one way, this is reassuring because it gives some 
purchase on the real complexity of the activity. It shows why the various paradigms 
set out earlier in this chapter are for various reasons inadequate. In another way, 
however, the picture is a daunting one. How can one begin to tackle such an activity? 
This last question enables now the methodology of this thesis to be articulated.
Part 2
Into the Field
4
Methodology I: The Q-study
4.1 Introduction
The subject at the centre of this chapter is the problem of the identification of the 
dimensions of teaching evaluation. In the absence of any relevant studies in the field of 
tourism education, the analysis is placed within the broader literature on teaching 
evaluation and expertise and is used as a specific context in which to focus on 
questions about the number, description, and measurement of dimensions on which 
teachers vary. One of the strongest themes within these strands of literature is the 
function of psychological constructs or dimensions which differentiate superior from 
ordinary performance. This chapter concentrates on these dimensions with the 
purpose of testing some of the past mainstream empirical findings within the context of 
tourism higher education. The rationale for looking again at existing dimensions is that 
given the pioneering nature of this study, they provide a useful stalling point for the 
identification of dimensions which would be worth testing. Moreover, the studies from 
which these dimensions were extracted fail to address the issue of the reliability and 
validity problems involved in measuring subjective items like ability and knowledge.
Against this background, this chapter aims to introduce a measuring procedure which 
is usefiil in addressing the possible reliability and validity problems created by 
subjectivity by taking a step backwards to see if the measured dimensions actually exist 
before moving to the further analysis. This procedure is Q-methodology, a technique 
that can be used to gain important insights into individuals’ judgements, attitudes, and 
points of view on topics or situations that involve subjectivity (Brown, 1996). 
Information about Q-methodology, its strengths and weaknesses, and how it is 
implemented is used to indicate how the technique might be used to address important 
questions of teaching evaluation research. The chapter then proceeds to illustrate the
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application of Q-methodology within the context of this research in a Q-study designed 
to identify dimensions by which the teaching ability and the knowledge base of tourism 
teachers could be evaluated. The output of the Q-study is a preliminary set of 
statements that will form the basis of the next stage of the research (see Chapter 5).
4.2 Q described
Now more than half a century old (Stephenson, 1935a, 1935b), Q-methodology can 
hardly lay claim to the status of a new or innovative method for conducting research in 
the social sciences. As a matter of fact, the literature on Q-methodology contains 
more than 1500 bibliographic entries, and journals reporting research from Q-studies 
can be found across the social sciences spectrum, both inside and out of the English- 
speaking world (McKeown and Thomas, 1988). Be that as it may, Q retains a 
somewhat fugitive status within the larger social scientific community. This can 
perhaps be justified by noting that, whereas most social scientists have at least heard of 
Q-methodology, only a handful have attended seriously to its broader methodological 
foundations and principles (Brown, 1986). Indeed, most of the published studies have 
not exploited its possibilities. There are noteworthy exceptions, to be sure, but in the 
vast majority of the entries that make up the literature in which applications of Q- 
methodology appear, Q is treated as a rather ingenious idea for sorting cards and not 
as a scientific instrument to help build and test theory, as Stephenson (1953a) 
conceived it (Kerlinger, 1972). The purpose here is not to belabour this characteristic, 
but simply to describe the method and its techniques, which set Q-methodology apart 
as a complete and distinctive approach with its own principles for analysing human 
subjectivity.
Broadly, Q-methodology provides the foundation for a science of subjectivity where 
self-reference, that is the person’s “internal” frame of reference, becomes a locus for 
understanding the human condition (Goldman, 1999). However, subjectivity should 
not be confused here with simple partiality. Rather in the lexicon of Q-methodology, 
subjectivity refers to nothing more than a person’s communication of his or her point 
of view. As such, subjectivity is always anchored in self-reference, but this does not 
render it inaccessible to rigorous examination. By way of contrast, Q-methodology
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operates within the internal frame of reference, not in the sense of a meta-physical 
subjectivism accessible only to introspection, but in the thoroughly empirical sense of 
subjective communicability (Stephenson, 1980). Q-studies, from conception to 
completion, adhere to the methodological axiom that subjectivity is always self­
referent. Self-referent subjectivity of this sort is at issue anytime an individual remarks 
“It seems to me ... ” or “In my opinion . . . ” (McKeown and Thomas, 1988). What 
evolves from the use of Q-methodology, thus, are answers to questions that seek to 
develop and understand the dimensions of subjective phenomena from a perspective 
intrinsic to the individual (Dennis, 1986). As Brown (1986) has argued:
“Where individuals are involved and can be expected to entertain viewpoints with 
respect to things going on around them, however subjective these viewpoints may 
be, Q-methodology can illuminate in broad outline the major effects that are 
operating”, (p. 58)
As a matter of principle then, Q-methodology would seem to hold great promise for 
addressing problems of this nature but it should be made clear from the outset that it is 
not a methodology from which results can be generalised to a population unless, that 
is, the results of the Q-study undergo factor analysis (Ekinci and Riley, 2001). In this 
case, the technique must be seen as a preliminary methodology the output of which 
must be submitted to more empirical approaches.
The output of a sample of Q-sort tests should be seen as proof of the existence of a 
cognitive pattern (Thomas and Baas, 1992). It plays the part of setting up empirical 
approaches so that theory can be tested. In effect, Q-methodology is about finding 
categories and concepts and in this sense it shares objectives with R-based research 
(Kelly, 1955). (R-methodoiogy characterises descriptive or correlational studies as 
well as experimental designs (Dennis, 1986).) However, it is important to note the 
difference between Q-methodology and R-methodological approaches (see 
Stephenson, 1953a, pp. 47-61). This difference is illustrated clearly by data collection 
methods and observation perspectives associated with each of the two approaches. R- 
methodology emphasises data collection methods whereby respondents are measured 
for expression of some trait. An external perspective is adopted by placing emphasis 
on the use of objective, unbiased, and reliable methods of measurement. The
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individual’s subjective point of view during item response is considered unreliable 
because each person is thought to possess more or less of the trait or construct under 
investigation. For example, some tests of intelligence presuppose a general intelligence 
factor and assume that individuals possess more or less of this construct. Moreover, 
R-methodology can be applied only in cases where the researcher is reasonably 
confident that the investigated object is regularly in the consciousness of the subjects. 
The uncertainty in R lies in finding stimuli that represent the particular world in which 
the object exists and which are consistent with the respondents’ frames of reference; 
the existence of the domain is assumed.
On the contrary, Q-methodology relies on methods of impression (as opposed to 
objective methods of expression) to discover the subjective meaning or significance 
items have for respondents. Here, the observation perspective focuses on the internal 
frames of reference used by each respondent for decision-making about the relative 
significance and the meaning of individual test stimuli and no initial assumptions about 
the existence of the research domain are made. Rather the task of Q is about capturing 
an entity by finding stimuli that can be clustered together to form a description of it. If 
people can describe it, it may exist! It is a dimensionless approach that combines the 
strengths of both qualitative and quantitative research traditions and in other respects 
provides a bridge between the two (Dennis and Goldberg, 1996).
4.3 Steps in conducting a Q-methodology study
Several sources provide detailed descriptions about how to implement Q-methodology 
study and decisions that must be taken by those using the method (see for example 
Dennis, 1986; Kerlinger, 1986; McKeown and Thomas, 1988). Drawing on these 
sources, the following sections highlight the major steps involved in planning and 
conducting a Q-study with the purpose of providing an organising framework for 
understanding the unique procedures that are integral to this method of investigation. 
This organising framework will then be used as a basis for the presentation of the Q- 
study conducted within the context of this research.
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A  major portion of the Q-researcher’s time should be devoted to developing the Q- 
sample. A Q-sample is a collection of stimulus items that is presented to par ticipants 
for sorting into a set of standard response categories (Brouwer, 1999). The nature of 
the stimuli making up the Q-sample is constrained only by the domain of subjectivity in 
which the researcher is interested. Anything that can be lifted and sorted can be used 
in a Q-sample (e.g., objects, pictures, statements, recordings). In this development 
process an important issue to consider is to address representativeness. As Baas and 
Brown (1973) have ar gued, the goal of constructing a Q-sample should be to ensure a 
comprehensive selection of a particular population of stimulus elements that provides a 
fair- representation of the wider, theoretical set of all possible items that relate to the 
domain being examined.
There are two major types of Q-samples: “naturalistic” and “ready-made” (McKeown 
and Thomas, 1988, p. 25). Naturalistic samples consist of statements taken from 
respondents’ oral or written communications. For example, Stephenson (1954/1979) 
was interested in exploring the subjective perceptions of psychotherapy patients and 
their analysts about themselves and each other. This researcher developed a 
naturalistic Q-sample of 96 statements by interviewing an analyst and his patient. Both 
analyst and patient were later asked to Q-sort the statements under seven different 
conditions of instruction (e.g. the patient used the items of the Q-sample in order to 
describe what he was like before and after the initiation of the analysis). The major 
advantage of using naturalistic Q-samples is that they expedite both the Q-sorting 
procedure and the attributions of meaning since the items mirror the opinions of the 
persons taking part in the study. One important drawback of naturalistic Q-samples is 
inconvenience; the collection of items from interviews or written narratives is more 
time-consuming for the researcher and require more effort than many subjects are 
willing to invest.
As the label “ready-made” implies, Q-samples of this type derive from secondary 
sources -  that is, sources other than the communications of the participants. One 
example of a ready-made Q-sample is using a standardised set of Q-sort items. 
Examples include Butler and Haigh’s (1954, cited in McKeown and Thomas, 1986) Q-
4.3.1 Step 1: Developing a Q-sample
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set for psychotherapeutic counselling, and Block’s (1961) Q-sample for personality 
assessment. Another approach to the development of a ready-made Q-sample is 
treating the items contained on existing instruments as Q-items. Brown and 
Rothenberg’s (1976) “Interpersonal Perception Method” Q-sort, based on the work of 
Laing, Phillipson and Lee (1966), exemplifies this approach. A major advantage of 
ready-made samples is their efficiency. Their major limitation lies in the possibility that 
the items may not represent the full range of personal perspectives held by respondents 
on the topic of interest (MeKeown and Thomas, 1988). However, at this point it is 
worth noting that neither of the two major types of Q-samples is inherently superior to 
the other and that one should select the type best suited to the characteristics of the 
research at hand (ibid.).
In Q-methodology, either an unstructured or structured sampling technique can be 
used to facilitate the selection of items (Kerlinger, 1986). In the case of unstructured 
sampling the items included in the sort are chosen without undue effort made to ensure 
coverage of all possible sub-issues. Unstructured design formats are used when items 
are thought to represent one broad dimension or construct. The risk with unstructured 
samples is that some issue components may be under- or oversampled and, as a result, 
that a bias of some kind will be incorporated unintentionally into the final Q-sample. 
Kerlinger (1992) noted that most published Q-studies have used unstructured Q-sorts.
Structured sampling formats, on the other hand, are composed in a more systematic 
manner and seek to avoid the weaknesses of the unstructured approach. A structured 
approach to Q-sampling would be appropriate when researchers wish to incorporate 
hypothetical considerations into the sample, or when they have theoretical expectations 
about dimensions underlying the investigated construct (Kerlinger, 1972). The process 
of designing a structured sample can be deductive or inductive. Deductive designs are 
based on a priori hypothetical or theoretical considerations. An inductive design 
emerges from the patterns that are observed as statements are collected. Put simply, in 
deductive designs the dimensions that guide the assignment and selection of statements 
are obvious prior to statement collection, while in the case of inductive designs they 
are suggested by the statements themselves.
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With respect to the number of items to be included in the Q-sample, Kerlinger (1986) 
stated that this is determined by convenience and statistical demands. He 
recommended that the number should not be less than 60 or more than 140. Schlinger 
(1969) recommended 55 to 75 items per Q-sort as adequate for stable results without 
overwhelming participants. Thompson (1981) proposed in small-sample Q-studies that 
the number of items needed is a function of the number of individuals taking part in the 
study with the number of Q-sample items being at least twice the number of 
participants.
The quality of Q-samples may be improved during a pilot study. In his commentary on 
the relevance of Q-methodology to communication science, Stephen (1985) suggested 
a number of ways to pilot the items being considered for a Q-sample. A small sample 
of respondents can be asked to sort the item set and then interviewed to ascertain their 
interpretation of the items. The Q-sample can also be submitted to a technical writer 
or literacy specialist to check for clarity and readability level. A third strategy to 
improve the Q-sample is to submit the items to colleagues or others conducting 
research in the area of interest for their official appraisal.
As must be clear by now, the concept of sampling has a twofold significance in Q- 
methodology. In this section the focus has been on the sampling principles and 
procedures to the design and composition of Q-samples. The discussion now turns to 
the issue of sampling in the second, more customary sense in which it is understood in 
social science research: the sampling of respondent populations.
4.3.2 Step 2; Choosing respondents (the P-sample)
Most attention to Q-methodology is given to Q-samples. The selection of the 
individuals who are asked to sort the items, however, is not unimportant. These 
respondents are known as the P-sample. Although large-sample public opinion Q- 
studies have been reported in the literature (see Stephen, 1985), Q-method more often 
works with small P-samples. As a matter of fact, the number of participants in the 
majority of previous Q-studies ranges from 20 to 100 people (Tractinsky and 
Jarvenpaa, 1995). Brown (1986) also suggests that P sets of 30 to 50 are generally
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more than adequate for most studies of public opinion. This preference of Q- 
researchers, in keeping with the behaviourist dictum of Skinner (1969, p. 112) that “it 
is more informative to study one subject for 1,000 hours than 1,000 subjects for one 
hour”, runs counter to conventional wisdom insofar as social scientists tend to regard 
small samples with suspicion. Given this difference in research orientation, the specific 
sampling principles and techniques important in mainstream survey research are not 
necessarily relevant in Q-methodology.
Most often, the selection of subjects to be included in a P-sample is governed by 
pragmatic or participant availability considerations (MeKeown and Thomas, 1988). 
For example, a researcher may seek to discover what types of subjective attitudes the 
general public holds toward land use regulation. In this case, anyone available and 
willing to participate could be appropriate to include in the P-sample. No effort is 
made to ensure complete representativeness across respondent characteristics (age, 
gender, level of education, etc.) since the purpose is to explore the attitudes in the 
population -  a task obviously antecedent to ascertaining the numerical incidence and 
demographic correlates of such opinions. Mere availability, therefore, is one criterion 
for creating P-samples. Theoretical considerations, however, can be built into the 
design (Brown, 1986). In this case, participants are chosen because of their special 
relevance to the goals of the study. For example, a researcher may be interested in the 
subjective views on gay rights held by religiously active Protestant Christians. 
Obviously, only religiously active Protestant Christians would be recruited as research 
participants because of their special relevance to the study’s goals. Theoretical 
sampling, therefore, marks an overt attempt to sample people of theoretical interest 
and in this sense it provides a degree of comprehensiveness not found in samples 
chosen solely on the basis of availability (MeKeown and Thomas, 1988).
Also, the nature of subjectivity under investigation is a factor (ibid.). Typically, studies 
of “intersubjectivity” use larger samples, because their intent is to determine the variety 
of views on an issue. Therefore, 50 to 100 people may perform Q-sorts with the same 
Q-sample under an identical condition of instruction. An “intrasubjectivity” study, on 
the other hand, reflects interest in an in-depth examination of few persons who sort the 
Q-sample under many different conditions of instruction.
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To reiterate, the major concern of Q-methodology is not with how many people 
believe such-and-such, but with why and/or how they believe it. Thus the central issue 
is from what perspective can these issues best be addressed? As already indicated, the 
perspective is external in R-methodology. Specific person-sampling procedures are 
essential as a consequence of the initial uncertainty of the R-reseai'cher that he or she 
properly understands the respondents’ frames of reference. It is therefore axiomatic in 
conventional attitude research that validity and reliability tests are necessary since the 
researcher’s external perspective expressed in scale construction must be tested against 
the respondents’ perspectives (McKeown and Thomas, 1988). On the other hand, in 
Q-methodology small numbers of respondents are acceptable since the observational 
perspective is the respondent’s own. On this occasion, then, any interpretive accounts 
advanced by researchers are compliant with the respondent’s frame of reference as 
revealed by Q-sorting. It is for this reason that the validity and reliability tests so 
central to conventional scaling in mainstream attitude research are simply unessential 
within the framework of Q-methodology (ibid.).
4.3.3 Step 3: Determining the condition of instruction
In Q-methodology, a condition of instruction is a guide for the P-sample to use when 
sorting the Q-sample items. Conditions of instruction can be simple requests for 
agreement and disagreement or operationalisations of theoretical constructs. Examples 
of the first type are as follows:
• Sort the items according to those which are the most important to you (+5) to those 
which are the most unimportant (-5).
• Sort the items according to those that are more characteristic of you (+5) to those 
that are most uncharacteristic of you (-5).
In some cases, the same Q-sample can be used with variations on the same condition of 
instruction. For example, in a study of political perceptions a respondent could be 
asked to sort the same sample items according to “what is most like/most unlike your 
position”, “what you believe is most like/most unlike a consetyative point o f view”, 
“what you believe is most like/most unlike a liberal point o f view”, and so forth.
Methodology I: The Q-study 127
Conditions of instruction also can be used to operationalise hypothetical constructs and 
categories. An example of this type of instructional condition is found in Ekinci and 
Riley’s (2001) study on the validation of service quality dimensions within the context 
of hotel evaluation. Obtaining six established service quality dimensions from 
published sources, they generated a bank of descriptive statements which ostensibly 
represented these dimensions and created definitions that captured their conceptual 
meaning. For example, the following was the definition of staff behaviour and attitude:
“It is the hotel employees’ degree of demonstrated competence in the performance
of their tasks and the quality of empathy displayed in interaction with customers”.
(p. 208)
The study assumed that these dimensions comprised a theoretical multidimensional 
model behind the evaluation of hotel quality. Respondents were then asked to match 
the items in the Q-sample against the conceptual definitions. The outcome of this 
study was that of the six dimensions tested, only three were found to be valid. The 
main strength of such conditions of instruction is their affinity to theory. As Kerlinger 
(1992) has clearly put it, if a theory, or aspects of a theory, can be expressed in 
dimensions and if items that express the dimensions can be produced, then Q can be a 
powerful approach to testing theory.
Another important decision that needs to be made when determining the condition of 
instruction for a Q-sort, is the shape of the response distribution. The issues involved 
may be summed up in two questions: (a) Should the sorters be instructed to conform 
to a prescribed frequency distribution (forced Q-sort) or should they be allowed to 
distribute the items as they choose among the available categories of response (free Q- 
sort)? (b) If the sorter is to be forced, what specific frequency distribution should be 
employed for the forced-sort?
With regard to the first question, many years ago Cronbach has supported the use of 
the free-sort approach (see Cronbach, 1953; Cronbach and Gleser, 1953). His concern 
was with the possible loss of useful information that may occur when individual 
differences in shape of distribution are suppressed. Forced-distribution procedures, he 
comments, “... may be psychologically indefensible, if there is reason to think that
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persons differ in their variability over traits” (Cronbach, 1953, p.379). Pitted against 
this possible disadvantage is the fact that the forced sort ensures statistical intersorter 
comparability of data (since all sortings conform to the same distribution and thus have 
the same mean and the same variance) as well as thereby facilitating usual 
computational operations (Livson and Nichols, 1956).
Turning to the second question, it is noted that, to date, there has been an almost 
exclusive use of quasi-normal distributions (i.e. those that allow more items to be 
placed in the middle categories than in the tails) for the forced Q-sort. The reasons for 
this are not clear. The most acceptable justification of the predominance of quasi­
normal distributions for the forced-sort is that proposed by MeKeown and Thomas 
(1988) who have said that the use of such a flattened symmetrical distribution is seen 
as a device for encouraging subjects to consider the items more systematically than 
they otherwise might. The thrust of the argument is that in keeping with the Law of 
Error, it is assumed that fewer issues are of great importance than issues of less or no 
significance. Hence, fewer items are found at the extremes. However, as Brown 
(1985) has observed, it is only a convenience and not an empirical generalisation. 
Obviously, when a free-sort condition of instruction is used, different distributions 
across sorters will emerge. Although free-sort conditions “violate” the convenience of 
forced Q-sorts, neither the reliability of the technique nor the quality of the data are 
undermined by idiosyncratic sorting of the Q-sample. Both Brown (1985) and Cottle 
and MeKeown (1980) demonstrate that Q-results are little affected by different 
distributions and forced and free procedures.
4.4 Methodological conclusion
There is, as the bibliography to this chapter demonstrates, an abundant literature on Q- 
methodology in terms of number of articles. This is not to say, however, that studies 
in which the Q-sort has been employed have always been well conceived. In his work 
on the foundations of behavioural research, for example, Kerlinger (1992) notes that 
Q-methodology has been highly praised and harshly criticised, and so it is perhaps 
fitting to end the outline of the various principles, techniques, and procedures of Q by 
providing a brief account of its strengths and weaknesses.
Methodology I: The Q-study 129
The main strength of Q-methodology is its usefulness for theory development and 
testing. Q seems to be particularly helpful in turning up new ideas, new hypotheses. 
Stephenson’s work (1953a, 1953b, 1980) perhaps best illustrates this quality. One 
gets the feeling of a curious mind turning up interesting ideas while working with Q. 
Moreover, results from Q-sorts can be used to test assumptions or hypotheses about 
peoples’ beliefs, differences in attitudes, and so on. Rather than relying on differences 
in group means for a trait or dimension being measured, one can examine differences in 
the underlying structur e of the perspectives of the P-sample.
Another important advantage of Q is that fewer research participants are usually 
required than with most other methods, resulting in Q-studies generally being less 
costly. In addition, Q-sorts avoid many of the problems associated with other data 
collection techniques such as pencil-and-paper scales and interviews (Cataldo et al., 
1970). For example, Q-methodology minimises problems with missing data and item 
set bias, which are often encountered with the use of pencil-and-paper scales. The 
method also may help control for issues associated with the social desirability of 
respondents and interviewer bias, which are often encountered during personal 
interviews.
Finally, most people find Q-sorting novel, interesting, and enjoyable (Davis, Eyer and 
Drott, 1987). The game-like nature of the sorting process can be a pleasant experience 
for most participants, increasing their willingness to sort a relatively large number of 
items.
As usual, disadvantages accompany advantages. Q-methodology is most often 
criticised because of issues related to sampling of persons (Kerlinger, 1972). Concerns 
about the small sample sizes typically used in Q-studies often relate to the 
generalisability of findings. However, such criticisms frequently are due to a 
fundamental misunderstanding of Q-methodology’s purpose. As already mentioned, 
Q-methodology is not intended to, nor is it capable of, generalising to populations of 
individuals. Rather Q-methodology is designed to sample from a universe of 
perspectives, and not to sample people from a larger population (Dennis, 1986). No 
matter how small the sample of respondents, their views are valid and will not change
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simply because the sample size is increased to include additional perspectives 
(Anderson et al., 1997).
The second major criticism of Q-methodology is statistical and is directed to studies 
that guide respondents to rank-order items on a continuum of significance on a forced- 
sort basis (Sundland, 1962). When used in this way, Q-methodology results in ipsative 
data, one characteristic of which is that the means and standard deviations for all 
individuals are the same. In fact, these properties are known before any data are 
collected because they are outcomes of the forced distribution rather than a 
participant’s responses. In addition, ipsative data violate the independence assumption 
(i.e. the rating of any one item during the Q-sort ultimately affects the possible ratings 
that can be given to other items). Put simply, the placement of one Q card affects the 
placement of other cards.
These properties of ipsative data obviously affect views of data reliability gained as a 
result of Q-sorting. If, for example, the researcher is using a unidimensional Q-sample 
in a forced-choice format, then measures of internal consistency may not be 
appropriate because of data interdependence. However, these technical arguments 
neglect the first axiom of Q-methodology: that it is the subjective self that is at the 
centre of the investigation. As Brown (1986) has clearly put it, the self is not a 
variable for which reliable measures and norms can be established, as in scaling theory. 
Kerlinger (1992) makes a similar case when he argues that Q-sort data should not be 
used normatively. That is, one should not use the values assigned to Q-piles as though 
they were scores of individuals on a variable, add them across persons, and use them in 
statistical tests of significance.
To conclude, one final point seems pertinent. Q-methodology, as an alternative to R- 
methodology, is more than a technique. Whereas the previous sections have introduced 
a number of technical aspects and their implications for the conduct of Q-technique 
research, we are reminded of Stephenson’s (1953a) proclamation that:
“the concern is with more than the simple operations called ‘Q-technique.’
Rather, it is with a comprehensive approach to the study of subjective phenomena,
where man is at issue as a total thinking and behaving being”, (p. 7)
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Thus, the technical components should not overshadow the validity of the total 
methodology. Surely Q is not well-suited to testing hypotheses over large numbers of 
individuals, nor can it be used too well with large samples. Rather, one tests theories 
on small sets of individuals chosen for their known or presumed possession of some 
significant characteristic or characteristics. One explores unknown and unfamiliar 
areas and variables for their identity, their interrelations, and their functioning. Used 
thus, Q-methodology is an important and unique approach to the study of 
psychological, sociological, and, as the following section will illustrate, educational 
phenomena.
4.5 The rationale for using Q in teaching evaluation research
Most educators may agree that good teachers should possess certain characteristics 
and should behave in certain ways. For instance, they may agree that a teacher should 
be kind and not cruel, imaginative and not dull, dependable and not undependable, and 
so on through a long list of “good” characteristics (Ryans, 1960). But which 
characteristics especially characterise the “good” teacher? Can we all agree, for 
example, that teachers should be moral, religious, and sensitive? Are these traits more 
important or less important than such traits as intelligent, conscientious, and thorough? 
Agreement is now more difficult. It is possible to be sympathetic to the educational 
sector in this respect because of its intangible elements. However, to make progress, it 
is argued that it is necessary to go back to the basic sequential assumptions underlying 
the process of evaluation.
At the heart of the concept of an evaluation process lies a set of sequential 
assumptions, which begin with the notion that the process of evaluation is governed by 
cognitive functioning (see Allport, 1955, Chs. 13-15). Such functioning is built upon a 
set of central directive states, such as values, attitudes, and motives, that govern our 
judgemental evaluations (Bruner, 1951, 1958; Postman, 1951). In other words, there 
is an antecedent structure, which influences ones’ judgemental evaluations. It follows 
logically that the dimensions for the evaluation of teaching lie within this cognitive 
structure. From this basic platform it is then assumed that evaluation of teaching is 
likely to be based on more than one dimension and that there will be a structure of
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related dimensions at work (Stergiou, Airey and Riley, 2003a). To a degree, this 
assumption is supported by empirical evidence in that teaching was found to be a 
multi-dimensional phenomenon (Cave etal., 1988; Ramsden, 1991; Smith, 1988).
It is the multi-dimensional character which has generated an empirical drive within the 
literature towards the identification of dimensions that constitute good teaching and 
that distinguish the superior teacher. However, there is a suspicion in the empirical 
studies that either the dimensions themselves are interpreted in a variety of ways or 
that the scales deriving from these dimensions are inappropriately used (Biggs, 1993). 
In general, the empirical studies indicate that, on the one hand, when existing scales 
were used, only some of the anticipated dimensions were found and occasionally 
subjects composite the anticipated dimensions into new ones. On the other hand, in 
studies where bunches of teacher characteristics were used instead of nominated 
dimensions, completely unexpected dimensions were found (Gatfield, 2000). Even 
though in some cases common dimensions may underlie scales derived from a variety 
of research programmes (see for example Gibb, 1955; Kerlinger, 1966; Entwistle and 
Tait, 1990), the conceptual problem of how they may be interpreted remains 
unresolved. The thrust of the argument here is based on the assumption that the 
concept of teaching evaluation is a subjective entity that can be interpreted in a variety 
of ways (Stergiou, Airey and Riley, 2002, 2003b). There is a lot of uncertainty here. 
One approach to this uncertainty is Q-methodology.
When the researcher is armed only with a suspicion and a few observations that a 
subjective entity, such as a way of evaluating something, exists, and when faced with 
the complication that even if it were established it could be described in a variety of 
ways, the technique required is one that can capture subjectivity (Ekinci and Riley, 
1999). These are the circumstances that can benefit from Q-methodology and its 
procedure, Q-sort technique (Stephenson, 1953a). Exploratory work where subjective 
judgements of an indescribable object are the order of the day exactly suits Q- 
methodology. This versatile methodological procedure is especially suited to cases 
where the very existence of concepts has not been established. Evaluation of teaching 
comes into this category. More than half a century of research effort has not yielded
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meaningful, measurable criteria and no standards exist which are commonly agreed 
upon as the criteria of teacher effectiveness (Squires, 1999).
4.6 The Q-study
Having identified teaching ability and teacher knowledge from the literature the 
starting point for this study was then to establish common dimensions by which these 
could be evaluated. Q-methodology was chosen for this study for two reasons. First, 
its potential for investigating questions involving subjective judgements seemed well- 
suited to the essentially subjective nature of the potential dimensions. Second, the 
methodological initiatives of Q are consistent with the critique of the 
naturalist/interpretive frameworks and their associated methods presented in Chapter
3. As Goldman (1999) has commented, Q-methodology ruptures the boundaries 
between the naturalist and interpretive frameworks by combining strengths from 
qualitative and quantitative research traditions. On this view then, what is attempted 
here is the incorporation of these alternative conceptual and methodological 
perspectives for both teacher ability and knowledge by starting for exploration with Q.
In effect two Q-sorts were carried out: one related to teaching ability (TAQ) and one 
related to teacher knowledge (TKQ). At this preliminary stage of the research the 
objective is to identify common dimensions by which the teaching ability and the 
knowledge o f tourism teachers are evaluated. As to the Q-study methods, the design 
consisted of a series of procedures, which ultimately led to the development of a 
questionnaire. This procedure involved (1) the selection of dimensions for testing; (2) 
the creation of sets of statements which nominally represent those dimensions; (3) the 
selection of the P-sample, and (4) the Q-sort procedure itself for generating and 
validating item statements and dimensions.
4.6.1 Selection of dimensions for testing
An important issue in the construction of multi-dimensional scale instruments is the 
content of the dimensions to be surveyed (Churchill, 1979). Generally speaking, there 
are two sources of dimension development, those formed conceptually and those
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derived from factor analysis (Ekinci and Riley, 1999). Typically, teaching evaluation 
dimensions have been identified with the use of factor analysis while the alternative 
theoiy-based approach does not seem to have been used by educational researchers 
(Marsh, 1987). Indeed, even a cursory inspection of teaching evaluation studies 
suggests that the relevant literature does contain several examples of instruments that 
have a well defined factor structure and that provide measures of distinct components 
of teaching effectiveness. This literature was reviewed to find dimensions o f teaching 
ability, which would be worth testing in the TAQ. This review was limited to 
empirical studies whose primary objective was to identify dimensions likely to underlie 
evaluations of effective teaching. It has to be acknowledged that the studies reviewed 
for the purpose of this analysis do not constitute a truly random sample in the sense 
that even given the same criteria for selection, another reviewer could have identified a 
somewhat different sample of studies. In addition, not all of the selected studies 
represent truly independent inquiries, some having been conducted by the same 
researcher (e.g. Ryans, 1952; Ryans and Wandt, 1952) or as part of a particular agenda 
of research (e.g. Bendig, 1954; Isaacson et al., 1964). However, while one might cite 
this as evidence that the deck was stacked in terms of discovering consistency among 
teaching evaluation studies, one could also view this as a particularly rigorous test. 
That is, in order to emerge as a coherent body of empirical literature, the studies 
examined here had to articulate across diverse, privately defined research agendas.
The matrix in Table 4.1 is a configuration of teaching dimensions taken from teaching 
evaluation studies reporting empirically defined dimensions. The horizontal axis 
illustrates the range of dimensions found in the literature. The vertical axis gives the 
existence of a dimension in each of the examined studies. In the matrix, when there 
was no exact match for a dimension, a process of conceptual alignment was used. For 
example, student interest (see Warrington, 1973) is here part of the concern for 
students dimension since Ryans and Wandt (1952) argue that the latter reflects the 
tendencies of a teacher to be understanding and interested in the problems of students. 
If no match was possible, the dimensions were considered unique and listed on the 
right of the matrix.
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Table 4.1 Selection of teaching ability dimensionsa
Studies in Teaching 
Evaluation Literature
Con
Classroom
Technique
Gen Pre Sti Cla
Control 
Emp Csa Att Int App Unique
Smalzried & Remmers Professional
(1943) X maturity
Ryans(1952) X X X X X
Ryans & Wandt (1952) X X X X X Reactive
Tolerance
Gibb (1955) X X X X
Bendig(1954) X X X
Isaacson et al. (1964) X X X X Feedback
Sontag (1968) X X X X
Warrington (1973) X X X X Demanding
Marsh (1983) X X X X X Workload
Grading
Murray (1983) X X X X X X
Total frequency 9 3 8 7 2 3 3 2 2 2
“ Con: Concern for students, Gen: General teaching skills, Pre: Presentation of subject matter, Sti: Stimulation, Cla: Clarity of  
explanation, Enip: Emphasis on accomplishment, Csa: Controlled student activity, Att: Attention getting, Int: Interaction with 
students, App: Appearance, Unique: Unique dimensions.
Following Ekinci’s (1999) line of inquiry, dimensions from Table 4.1 were extracted 
on the basis that they had been frequently used in connection with teaching evaluation, 
using /  =  3 as the entrance rule. According to the vertical axis, the six dimensions of 
concern for students (/  = 9), presentation of subject matter ( /  = 8), general teaching 
skills ( /  =  3), stimulation ( /  = 6), controlled student activity ( /  = 3), and emphasis on 
accomplishment (/  =  3) are the most frequently identified dimensions for the 
evaluation of teaching. The literature suggested that the dimensions of general 
teaching skills and presentation of subject matter could be combined to form 
“classroom technique” in the sense that they are both related to the methods and 
techniques of teaching a class or session (Squires, 1999). Also the dimensions of 
controlled student activity and emphasis on accomplishment appeal* to be concerned 
with behaviours associated with instilling classroom rules in students (Sontag, 1968) 
and were therefore combined to form “control”. With these adjustments, the study 
adopted for testing four dimensions for evaluating teaching ability: concern for 
students, classroom technique, stimulation, and control.
Having nominated a number of TAQ dimensions for testing the next task for this Q- 
study was then to identify meaningful dimensions that would represent a logical
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classification for the aspects that are presumedly most pertinent to teacher knowledge. 
For the purpose of this case, a review of the teacher knowledge literature was 
undertaken. However, this preliminary foray into the nature of teacher knowledge has 
been hampered by a number of problems. First, in spite of the remarkable growth of 
interest in and research into teacher knowledge over the last three decades (see 
Chapter 3), the field remains one that is very difficult to review or summarise 
(Christensen, 1996). This is partly because of its sheer scope: studies range from 
investigations of the principles and rules that govern teaching practice, through more 
complex dispositions such as the theories, beliefs and roles that frame teachers’ work, 
to philosophically grounded discussions of knowledge bases, where there is no 
boundary to the “frame” of possible considerations. There is also a basic contrast and 
conflict between those who adopt a “normatively” oriented approach, rooted in a 
conception of what teachers should know with a concern for what types of knowledge 
are required to achieve this state of competence (in the larger sense of the term) and 
those who assume a more “descriptive” stance, hoping to reveal what teachers know as 
a result of their experience, not what they should know in order to be successful 
(Fenstermacher, 1994).
The wider problem, however, has to do with understanding what domains of 
knowledge are used by teachers in accomplishing their tasks (Berliner, 1986). To 
study the knowledge domains of physicists, for example, one studies the individual’s 
solutions to physics problems. There seems to be some kind of one-to-one 
correspondence between the knowledge possessed and the display of that knowledge 
in solving the problems (see Chi, Glaser and Rees, 1981). But classroom teaching 
seems to be more complicated. Educational researchers have more difficulty in 
stipulating what knowledge domains are required for successful teaching practice. 
Some scholars argue that only subject matter knowledge is important (e.g., Smith and 
Neale, 1989); others report that a teacher’s personal knowledge of self is the key to 
understanding teaching (e.g., Lampert, 1984). One scholar (Elbaz, 1981) has 
identified dozens of knowledge dimensions that are drawn on by teachers to 
accomplish their tasks. Clearly, educational researchers are still a long way from 
arriving at an agreed account of what constitutes meaningful dimensions of teacher 
knowledge. It would be foolhardy therefore to use this literature in order to posit
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which dimensions should be tested in exploration of teacher knowledge within the 
context of this study.
Fortunately, the selection of meaningful teacher knowledge dimensions need not await 
the resolution of this controversy. The literature on the “expertise” area provides an 
appropriate framework for this task because it is directly relevant to the concept of 
knowledge (a key aspect of expertise is the knowledge that informs it) and it reflects an 
area of study that is empirically based and conceptually sound (Squires, 1999). 
Moreover, at variance with the research results on teacher knowledge, results of 
research on expertise clearly articulate a pattern of knowledge domains that have been 
shown to differentiate experts from novices regardless of discipline (Etringer and 
Hillebrand, 1995). Indeed, such domains have sometimes been used in previous 
teaching expertise literature and each has been found to be important to high-level 
functioning by teachers (Westerman, 1991). On this view, then, expertise emerges as a 
unitary concept that avoids some of the problems associated with the teacher 
knowledge literature. For the purpose of this case, it is used here in order to inform 
the list of teacher knowledge dimensions that will be tested in this study.
This analysis drew eclectically on a number of key studies in the field (see Table 4.2). 
These studies were chosen, rather than others, for two reasons. First, and foremost, 
they all were designed to elicit experts’ knowledge and to describe its structure and 
organisation, a research orientation which is consistent with the methodological 
initiatives of the TKQ. Second, given the doubts regarding the applicability of team 
expertise findings to the case of individuals’ expertise (Lipshitz, 1993), the scope was 
limited to studies geared to the individual rather than the group or organisational level. 
Undoubtedly there are other studies that can be added, but the goal here is not to 
provide an exhaustive review of the relevant literature, but to explore the extent of 
agreement between a number of key sources on the kinds of knowledge that inform 
expertise.
Table 4.2 illustrates the range of dimensions found in the literature together with the 
frequency of occurrence of each dimension in expertise studies to form a structural 
framework. Using /  = 3 as the entrance rule, eight dimensions were extracted from
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Table 4.2 Selection of teacher knowledge dimensionsa
Studies in Expertise Knowledge
Literature Structure
Str Ena Ico Sym Eco Way Sto Sec The Unique
Benner (1984) X X X X
Chi, Glaser & Farr (1988)
Boreham (1989)
X
X X X X X
X
Memory
Heuristic
Baskett & Marsick (1992) knowledge
Lipshitz (1993)
Orasanu & Connolly X X X
(1993) X X X
Ericsson & Lehmann
(1996) X X X
Fleck (1998)
X
X X 
X X
X X X X
Contingent-
Tacit-
Daley (1999) Meta-
Total frequency
X X
knowledge
3 4 4 4 3 4 2 3 4
a Str: Knowledge structure, Ena: Enactive representation, Ico: Iconic representation, Sym: Symbolic representation, Eco: 
Economy, Way: Ways of learning, Sto: Stock of knowledge, Sec: Security of knowledge, The: Relationship to theory, Unique: 
Unique dimensions.
the table: enactive representation (/  = 4), iconic representation (/  = 4), symbolic 
representation (/ = 4), ways of learning (/  = 4), relationship to theory (/ = 4), 
knowledge structure (/ = 3), economy (/ = 3), and security of knowledge (/ = 3). 
However, according to Bruner (1966, p. 44) the structure of any domain of knowledge 
may be characterised by the mode of representation in which it is put (enactive, iconic, 
symbolic) and its economy (economy refers to the amount of information that must be 
held in mind and processed to achieve comprehension (ibid.)). For the purpose of this 
case, the dimensions of economy, enactive representation, iconic representation, and 
symbolic representation, were subsumed under “knowledge structure”. With this 
adjustment, and with the inclusion of two dimensions nominated by the researcher, 
named relation to context of industiy and current versus fundamental knowledge, the 
study adopted for testing six knowledge dimensions: knowledge structure, ways of 
learning, security of knowledge, relationship to theory, relation to context of industry, 
and current versus fundamental knowledge.
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In adopting relation to context of industry and current versus fundamental knowledge 
as dimensions, the study attempts to provide insight to the tension between the 
vocational and academic aspects of tourism that has tended to dominate the literature 
in the field (see Chapter 2). For example, current versus fundamental knowledge 
relates to the debate about the extent to which tourism programmes are designed to 
meet the immediate needs of the industry, where current knowledge (such as visitor 
numbers, latest developments in IT, etc.) is of major importance, and the longer-term 
educational needs, where fundamental knowledge becomes more significant. In a 
similar manner, relation to context of industry is clearly linked to the extradisciplinary 
and the more traditional academic knowledge, identified in Tribe’s (1997) work on the 
development of tourism knowledge. Moreover, both dimensions clearly link to the 
“vocational-liberal” and “reflection-action” axes, also suggested by Tribe (1999). The 
six dimensions then went into the Q-sort procedure.
4.6.2 Q-samples
As already indicated, the theory described in Chapter 3 was built into two sorts: TAQ, 
the Q-sort to identify common evaluation dimensions of teaching ability in tourism 
education, and TKQ, a sort used to measure common perceptions regarding the 
knowledge base of tourism teachers. TAQ and TKQ consisted of 80 and 60 cards 
respectively, each card having typed on it a single statement. This number of 
statements falls within the optimal range of items suggested in the literature (see 
section 4.3.1). The 140 items were chosen from a “population” of 220 statements 
(130 for the TAQ and 90 for the TKQ) collected from a number of sources: Texts on 
educational philosophy, various educational books and periodicals, and existing 
attitude scales. In addition, many of the items were prepared by the researcher on the 
basis of his and his colleagues’ knowledge of the field. The following criteria of 
selection were used: representative sampling of the examined domains; non­
repetitiveness; relative lack of ambiguity. In addition, following the advice of 
Kerlinger (1966) that statements have to be positive in quality because negative items 
introduce “implicative” bias in the sorting procedure, items that implied a bad teacher 
were avoided. Academics and doctoral students undertaking research in this area were 
also used to refine the statements (face validity).
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Following the selection of teaching ability and teacher knowledge dimensions for 
testing in the previous section, the statements were devised to represent a hidden 
structure. More specifically, a structured sampling technique was used as a guide in 
building the Q-sorts, based on the following design:
(A) TEACHING ABILITY:
(1) Concern for students
(3) Stimulation
(B) TEACHER KNOWLEDGE:
(1) Knowledge structure
(3) Security of knowledge
(5) Relation to context of industry
(2) Classroom technique 
(4) Control
(2) Ways of learning
(4) Relationship to theory
(6) Current versus fundamental knowledge
To show how these dimensions were built into the sorts, it might be useful to give 
three or four items with their dimensions. One example of a statement from each of 
four dimensions is as follows:
Al: Explores students’ personal opinions and ideas.
A3: Paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts.
Bl: Constructs the subject matter as a web of central, interconnected concepts.
B6: Their knowledge draws upon literature over time, not just the most recent.
It should be noticed that in both sorts the statements are rarely or never opposites, nor 
are they positive and negative assertions of the same thing. Rather, each category is 
presumably independent, with the statements in it a sample of possible statements in 
the category. Appendix A.1 gives the items for both TAQ and TKQ along with their 
dimensions.
4.6.3 The P-sample
Individuals comprising the P-set were selected because they were either tourism 
teachers or students studying in the field. Thirty-one individuals met the purposive 
selection criteria and agreed to engage in the Q-sort activity. P-sets of this range are 
more than adequate for the purposes of Q-studies (see section 4.3.2). Overall, the P-
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sample included 10 tourism teachers, 14 postgraduate and 7 doctoral students. 
Postgraduate students were drawn from various tourism-related programmes of study 
in two universities in the UK. Tourism teachers and doctoral students were drawn 
from the same department of a well-established UK university, offering a variety of 
tourism courses. The sample profile was 52 per cent male, 48 per cent female.
4.6.4 Administration and conditions of the Q~sorts
To begin the Q-sorting activity, each subject was presented with two decks of 
numbered stimulus cards. In order to avoid confusion, the items for the TAQ were 
typed on white index cards while those for the TKQ on yellow ones. Subjects were 
asked to sort the items according to a standard set of instructions typed on a card. The 
instructions for the TAQ boiled down to: Please sort the cards on the basis of whether 
in your opinion they represent 1) excellence in teaching; 2) ordinary competence in 
teaching; or are 3) not relevant to either. These types of response categories were 
chosen because of Elton’s (1996) work on the distinction between teaching 
competence and teaching excellence, which suggests that the first thing to achieve in 
teaching is general competence. Moreover, in line with the positive nature of the Q- 
sample items, the concepts of excellence and ordinary competence in teaching are 
positive in quality.
Subjects were further instructed to sort the items for the TKQ according to whether in 
their opinion they represented 1) an expert academic in tourism; 2) a novice academic 
in tourism; or are 3) not relevant to either. As indicated previously, given the 
conceptual diversity and ambiguity characterising the literature on teacher knowledge, 
the selection of dimensions for testing in this domain was based on a review of studies 
on expertise. It only makes sense, therefore, that the selected response categories 
should reflect the ends (novice/expert) around which the concept of expertise has been 
polarised. In both sorts, the “not relevant to either” option was used because as 
already indicated the research makes no assumptions about the existence of the 
dimensions. Put simply, at this stage of the research one cannot be certain that the 
dimensions exist at all. Therefore, using a forced-choice approach would run the risk 
of a false assumption. As regards the shape of the response distribution, respondents
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Figure 4.1 TAQ placement board
Excellence in 
teaching
Ordinary competence 
in teaching
Not relevant 
to either
were allowed to distribute the items as they chose among the available categories of 
response. Given the exploratory nature of this study it was felt that a forced Q-sort 
might lead to loss of information as a result of suppressing individual differences in the 
shape of the distribution.
The respondents read the cards and sorted the items into the aforementioned response 
categories which were contained on two placement boards (one for each Q-sort). 
Figure 4.1 shows how the TAQ placement board and sorted stimulus cards looked to a 
respondent. When participants completed the sorting activity, they notified the 
investigator. The investigator reviewed the participants’ sorts to make sure that all 
cards were sorted. The average time required to sort the 140 items was approximately 
one hour. Most subjects, when asked to comment on the sorting process, said that 
they did not have any great difficulty. While four subjects did complain of some 
difficulty or other, only two of these raised serious objections.
It is also necessary to state two defining rules in order to judge the final result of the 
Q-study. First, the rules of the procedure are that a category only exists if at least two 
statements legitimately describe it and second, for a statement to be legitimate 60 per 
cent of the sample must have allocated it to the same category (Hinkin and 
Schriesheim, 1989). Although the suggested cut off value may seem arbitrary, it 
should be noted that its use was decided for two reasons. First, the same figure has 
been adopted for scale development studies by Bemardin et al. (1976), Hinkin and 
Scriesheim (1989), Ekinci and Riley (2001) and Stergiou and Angelopoulou (2003).
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Second, this percentage can be seen as similar to a correlation score, which is a major 
method used for assessing the reliability and validity of a scale. Given the fact that it is 
very rare to find a 100 per cent agreement among the subjects in sorting procedure, 
such a high value reduces the risk of overlapping statements with other categories 
(Ekinci and Riley, 1999). At the last stage, a minimum of four statements per every 
dimension should be obtained in order to provide adequate internal consistency 
(Hinkin, Tracey and Enz, 1997).
4.7 Findings
An example of the results for one dimension of the TAQ -  concern for students -  is 
illustrated. Table 4.3 shows the performance of the statements relating to “excellence 
in teaching”. The percentage figure represents the degree of consensus between the 
sample on how far the statement represents this response category. There are twenty 
statements for this dimension, the first nine of which pass the qualifying criteria. This 
means that over 60 per cent of the sample agreed that they represented aspects of 
teaching excellence.
Table 4.3 The frequency of concern for students statements placed on “excellence in teaching” option
Frequency
Concern for students
1. Encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and sense of achievement 94
2. Diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the information in a different
way 94
3. Develops students’ capacity to think for themselves 90
4. Explores with students new approaches and meanings 87
5. Structures new information so that it can be integrated with prior knowledge 81
6 . Provides students with opportunities to influence the desist and delivery of learning
programmes 81
7. Is committed to providing students with feedback 71
8 . Explores students’ personal opinions and ideas 65
9. Enables students to concretise their own learning 61
10. Believes that it is what students do, rather than what teachers do, that determines whether
changes in their understanding actually take place 55
11. Is sensitive to students’ feelings about learning 48
12. When planning lessons takes into consideration students’ prior learning 48
13. Varies interaction with students in the light of perception of students’ willingness to learn 42
14. Structures discussion around students’ misunderstandings 39
15. Sees teaching as a process of working with students to help them change their understanding 39
16. Gives more support to those students identified as being less able to learn independently 39
17. Is available for individual questions after the lesson 36
18. Adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students 36
19. Refrains from offering feedback to engage students in self appraisal 13
20. Believes that treating students individually is impracticable 6
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The overall result for the TAQ is described by Appendix A.2, which sets out the
$
frequency of qualifying to non-qualifying statements for the sample. The output of 
this stage for the TAQ is a set of 27 items with all but one of the dimensions having at 
least six statements. The exception was the dimension of control, which only 
achieved two statements. This means that the internal consistency for this dimension 
was not obtained and the two statements were therefore disqualified. This leaves 25 
qualifying statements, 18 of which were placed on “excellence in teaching” and 7 on 
“ordinary competence in teaching”, as defined in Table 4.4.
Table 4.4 The validated statements of the TAQ
Dimensions and their statements Frequency
A. Statem ents placed on “excellen ce in teaching” response category  
Concern for students
1. Encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and sense of achievement 9 4
2. Diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the information in a different
way 9 4
3. Develops students’ capacity to think for themselves 9q
4. Explores with students new approaches and meanings g<7
5. Structures new information so that it can be integrated with prior knowledge g I
6 . Provides students with opportunities to influence the design and delivery of learning
programmes g j
7. Is committed to providing students with feedback 7 1
8 . Explores students’ personal opinions and ideas gg
9. Enables students to concretise their own learning g j
Classroom technique
1. Varies teaching approach according to the content g j
2. Sums up the big points at the end g5
3. Uses many examples gj
4. Recaps on previous lecture g j
Stimulation
1. Encourages students to discover for themselves g7
2. Brings examples from the field g4
3. Paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts 7 7
4. Uses examples to uncover principles 7 7
5. Uses visits to industry gg
Control
B. Statements placed on “ordinary competence in teaching” response category
Concern for students
1. Gives more support to those students identified as being less able to learn independently g j
2. Is available for individual questions after the lesson g j
3. Adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students g j
Classroom technique
1. Announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning g j
2. Tells students what is worth taking down g j
3. Sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them gj
Stimidation
1. Uses marks as a form of motivation g j
Control
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Table 4.5 The validated statements of the TKQ
Dimensions and their statements Frequency
Knowledge structure
1. Is able to explain one idea in many different ways 88
2. Uses alternative representations of subject matter 77
3. Constructs the subject matter as a web of central interconnected concepts 74
4. Organises the subject matter on the basis of underlying abstract principles 61
Ways o f learning
1. Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis 81
2. Learns by assimilating new information with past experiences 78
3. Is involved in academic research in tourism 71
4. Consults with peers and other tourism professionals 68
5. Participates in professional meetings and seminars 68
6. Is involved in relevant consultancy projects 68
7. Conducts research with academics in other disciplines 68
Security o f knowledge
Relationship to theory
1. Understands the limitations of theory 88
2. Can explain theories clearly 81
3. Uses theory from more than one discipline 81
4. Is able to explain facts and practical examples 80
5. Is able to use theoretical bases to illuminate/challenge industry practice 80
6. Quotes empirical research to support points 77
Relation to context o f industry
1. Has regular contact with the tourism industry 84
2. Uses examples from the tourism industry 84
3. Keeps abreast of developments in the tourism industry 77
4. Is aware of the key developments in the tourism industry 77
5. Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about the industry 77
6. Has direct experience of the tourism industry 71
Current versus fundamental knowledge
1. Has knowledge that draws upon literature over time, not just the most recent 90
2. Values up-to-date material above established knowledge 81
3. Emphasises change 61
4. Delivers material perceived as most helpful 61
Appendix A.2 also shows the performance of TKQ statements, 37 of which passed the 
qualifying criteria. However, uncertainty about the interpretation of the term “novice 
academic” by the respondents (some had interpreted this as a negative term) meant that 
it was excluded at this stage. This left 28 statements, assigned to the “expert academic 
in tourism” category. All but one of the dimensions had at least 4 statements attached 
to it. The one dimension with only one statement (security of knowledge) was 
excluded. The retained qualifying statements for the TKQ are shown in Table 4.5.
The output of the Q-sort tests was therefore 52 statements with at least four attached 
to each proposed dimension. This is preliminary evidence that such dimensions exist 
(Brown, 1986). However, as Ekinci and Riley (1999) suggest, the more times a 
statement goes through a Q-sort and meets the qualifying criteria, the more confident
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the researcher can be as regards its ultimate performance in a questionnaire. For this 
reason a further Q-sort study with all the qualified statements, a number of not 
qualifying statements given a “second chance”, and a newly generated bank of 43 
statements for the TAQ and 29 for the TKQ (see Appendix A.3 for the newly 
generated items) was carried out with 30 new respondents (10 tourism teachers, 20 
postgraduate students drawn from the same universities used in the first round of Q- 
sorts). In this case the sample profile was 60 per cent male, 40 per cent female. As a 
result 35 statements qualified with the same rules and these were added to the first 
bank of statements (see Appendix A.4). At the same time, because the newly 
generated statements allocated to the “novice academic in tourism” were not in this 
round seen as being negative, this category was reinstated. It was also possible, with 
the extra statements, to reinstate the dimensions that had been excluded earlier.
Having obtained a sufficient number of statements, the next stage was to transfer a 
selection of accepted statements to a questionnaire for further testing. In order that 
the questionnaire would contain enough questions to be of value to the research, but 
not so many as to be off-putting to respondents, the decision was reached to select 30 
statements for each of the teaching ability and teacher knowledge dimensions. For 
this, all statements that qualified in both rounds of the Q-sorts under the same category 
were transferred to the questionnaire. This set of items was then complemented by 
those statements which achieved the highest degree of consensus between the sample 
in the second Q-study. As a result of this selection process, at least 15 statements each 
were used to represent respectively excellence and competence in teaching for the 
teaching ability dimension. In the case of the teacher knowledge dimension, however, 
the low number of “novice” statements qualified in the TKQ rendered the selection of 
15 statements for each of the expert and novice categories impossible. As a result, 
statements representing an expert tourism academic are slightly over-represented in the 
questionnaire (19 statements for the “expert” category as opposed to 11 statements for 
the “novice” one). The statements, organised to show the dimensions of the hidden 
structure, are shown in Appendix A. 5.
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This approach attempted to identify a number of teaching evaluation dimensions by 
establishing a preliminary set of statements which have a degree of “pre-validation” 
attached to them (Trochim, 1997). They will have to be tested in the cauldron of 
scaling but, to an extent, have had the subjectivity and bias already reduced. This 
raises the importance of wording in establishing the statements which can be probed 
through the Q-sort study. Usually, the more times a statement qualifies through a Q- 
sort, the more confidence the researcher can have in its ultimate performance in a 
scaled questionnaire (Ekinci and Riley, 2001).
The application of Q-methodology within the context of this study has shown that 
determining an optimum statement is a crucial issue in attempting to identify the 
relevant dimensions to measure teaching evaluation given that the subject involves a 
subjective evaluation. In this respect, Q-methodology should be accepted at the item 
development process, which is the foundation of internal consistency reliability (Hinkin 
e ta l, 1997).
Although the primary focus of this chapter has been methodological, it is important to 
place its findings in relation to the theoretical context of this study. Like our 
revisitation of the various paradigms in the study of teaching, the preliminary findings 
of this stage of the research (recall that Q-sort results cannot be generalised to a 
population unless they undergo further statistical analysis) have yielded both negative 
and positive implications. On the one hand, they have not simplified the complexity of 
teaching; in fact they have made it worse. Where “naturalism” and “interpretivism” 
dichotomise, the findings of the Q-studies multiply. However, all this multiplicity is in 
fact congruent with the conceptual approach into the field of teaching evaluation being 
presented in this thesis. Far from being a single or simple thing, teaching can be seen in 
terms of not one but a number of dimensions, each of which involves a number of 
headings. The picture is a complex one. However, what this chapter suggests is that 
the plurality of teaching seems to be generally consistent with the pluralistic 
methodological thrust of this study, a point that leads on to the next stage of the 
research process.
4.8 Conclusion
5
Methodology II: The Main Survey
5.1 Introduction
The preceding chapter has identified a potential set of statements and dimensions for 
the evaluation of teaching. The next stage of the research involved further exploration 
of these items to examine how well they confirmed expectation about the structure of 
the measure within the context of tourism higher education in the UK. That said, the 
purpose of this chapter is to present the research methodology developed in pursuit of 
this analysis.
This chapter takes as a starting point an important notion from Hitchcock and Hughes 
(1995) who suggest that ontological assumptions give rise to epistemological 
assumptions; and these, in turn, give rise to methodological considerations. This view 
moves the discussion beyond regarding research methodology as simply a technical 
exercise. It recognises that research methodology is concerned with understanding the 
world and that this is informed by how we view our world(s), what we take 
understanding to be, and what we see as the purposes of understanding. Following 
this line of thinking, although methodology traditionally refers to the specific 
techniques used in the process of data-gathering, for the purposes of this chapter the 
term is extended to refer to the wider range of issues that need to be addressed so that 
an area of research interest can become capable of being undertaken and understanding 
can be promoted. In this sense, the purpose of this chapter may best be summarised by 
quoting Kaplan’s (1973) definitive statement on the aim of methodology:
“to describe and analyse these methods, throwing light on their limitations and 
resources, clarifying their presuppositions and consequences, relating their 
potentialities to the twilight zone at the frontiers of knowledge”.
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In short, he suggests, the aim of methodology is to help us to understand, in the 
broadest possible terms, not the products of research but the process itself. Adopting 
this view, this chapter acts as a bridge between the initiation of the methodological 
procedure in the preceding chapter and the subsequent chapters that cover the 
presentation and interpretation of the research findings.
One final point needs to be made before the discussion. For purposes of clarity and 
convenience, the issues and decisions which were considered when planning this stage 
of the research had to be discussed in this separate chapter. However, it is important 
to bear in mind that these decisions are not independent of, but lead directly from the 
earlier presented Q-methodological framework. This interdependence of the two 
stages, which together comprise the methodological approach of this study, should be 
borne in mind throughout this chapter.
5.2 Some theoretical aspects of the methodology
Educational research has at the same time absorbed two competing views of the social 
sciences: the established traditional view of naturalism, and the more recent 
interpretive view. The former holds that the social sciences are essentially the same as 
the natural sciences and are therefore concerned with discovering natural and 
universal laws regulating and determining individual and social behaviour (Jary and 
Jary, 1991). The latter view, however, while sharing the desire of naturalism to 
understand and explain human behaviour, emphasises how people differ from 
inanimate natural phenomena and from each other (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1983). 
These contending philosophical doctrines stem in the first instance from different 
conceptions of the world of phenomena and of individual and social behaviour. 
Although the corresponding reflections of these conceptions on educational research 
have been presented in Chapter 3, it will help our understanding of the issues to be 
developed subsequently if we examine these in a little more detail, in the light of 
Hitchcock and Hughes’ notion introduced in the previous section.
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5.2.1 Naturalist and interpretive approaches
The two views of social science that have been identified represent strikingly different 
ways of understanding social reality and are constructed on correspondingly different 
ways of interpreting it. These two conceptions can perhaps be more profitably 
approached by examining the explicit and implicit assumptions underlying them. This 
analysis draws on the work of Burrell and Morgan (1979) who identified two sets of 
such assumptions that are of particular interest to the issues discussed here.
The first set of assumptions are of an ontological nature. These concern the true 
meaning or essence of the social phenomena being investigated. Thus, the authors ask 
whether social reality is external to individuals or whether it is the product of individual 
consciousness. Is reality of an objective nature, or the result of individual cognition? 
In these two extreme views of the nature of social phenomena, one can identify a great 
philosophical debate between the advocates of realism on the one hand and nominalism 
on the other. The former view holds that objects of thought have an independent 
existence and, therefore, are not dependent for it on the knower. The nominalist 
position, however, contends that objects are merely words and no independently 
accessible thing constituting the meaning of a word exists.
The second set of assumptions, identified by Burrell and Morgan, are of an 
epistemological kind -  assumptions which concern the nature and forms of knowledge, 
how it can be acquired and communicated to other human beings. Thus, the authors 
ask, is it possible to identify and communicate the nature of knowledge as being hard, 
objective and capable of being transmitted in tangible form, or is it of a softer, more 
subjective kind, based on insight of an essentially personal nature? The 
epistemological assumptions in these extreme perspectives determine, whether 
knowledge can be acquired, or is something that has to be personally experienced. To 
subscribe to the former is to be naturalist; to the latter, anti-naturalist.
In view of the notion from Hitchcock and Hughes on the relationship between 
ontological, epistemological and methodological considerations, it would follow that 
the two sets of assumptions identified above have direct implications for the 
methodological concerns of researchers. The thrust of the argument here is based on
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the assumption that the contrasting ontologies and epistemologies demand in turn 
different research methods (Hitchcock and Hughes, 1995, p. 21). Thus, researchers 
adopting an objectivist (or naturalist) approach to the social world and who treat it like 
the world of natural phenomena as being hard and external to the individual will 
choose from a range of traditional techniques, such as surveys, experiments, and the 
like. On the other hand, the perspective of those subscribing to the subjectivist (or 
interpretive) view, treating the social world as being much softer and humanly created, 
better expresses itself in a range of more recent techniques -  interviews, participant 
observation, ethnography, for example.
Similarly, how one aligns oneself in the epistemological debate of the bases of 
knowledge profoundly affects how one will go about uncovering knowledge of social 
behaviour and phenomena. To see knowledge as hard, objective and tangible imposes 
on researchers an observer role, together with an allegiance to the methods of the 
natural sciences. In this case, investigation is directed at analysing the relationships 
and regularities between selected factors in the social world. The view that knowledge 
is personal, subjective and unique, however, demands of researchers an involvement 
with their subjects and a rejection of the ways of the natural scientists. The principal 
concern here is with an understanding of what is unique and particular to the individual 
rather than what is general and universal.
Having established the relationship between conceptions of social reality and 
methodological considerations, the discussion now moves to the location of the 
research philosophy of this study to the context of educational research. This 
discussion deliberately returns to issues introduced in Chapter 3 and suggests that 
though different approaches to research can be located within particular research 
traditions, this does not necessitate the researcher to get trapped into one 
methodological approach. Rather, the intention here is to illustrate the ways in which 
different forms of inquiry were brought together within the context of this study in the 
spirit of practising methodological eclecticism.
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5.2.2 Research philosophy in context
BurreU and Morgan’s analysis has been used here to illustrate the ways in which 
ontological and epistemological assumptions underlying the two contrasting 
perspectives of conceiving social reality have direct implications for the methodological 
decisions of educational researchers. However, while undoubtedly useful in these 
terms, adhering to their path of analysis is to put things in an unreasonably negative 
light. It suggests that these two major forms of inquiry are conflicting and therefore 
cannot coexist in one field of study. In this spirit, it misses the point that conflict does 
not necessarily mean incompatibility, i.e. that these two major forms of inquiry can 
never be reconciled (Bruner, 1986).
Throughout the discussions of this thesis an attempt has been made to present 
naturalist and interpretive perspectives in a complementary light and to lessen the 
tension that is sometimes generated between them. This is not due to an inability to 
decide between the merits and demerits of the various alternatives. Instead, it has been 
earlier remarked that the proper work of the teaching researcher requires the 
commingling of the two orientations since attempts to reduce teaching inquiry in either 
of these conceptions results in a partial conception of the enterprise.
Such a vision is not antithetical to an appreciation of the depth and pervasiveness of 
conflict which characterise the naturalist and interpretive conceptions of social reality. 
On the contrary, this vision is a response to the irreducibility of conflict grounded in 
the plurality of approaches characterising educational research. But as Bernstein 
(1983) has observed:
“plurality does not mean that we are limited to being separate individuals with 
irreducible subjective interests. Rather it means that we seek to discover some 
common ground to reconcile differences through debate, conversation, and 
dialogue”, (p. 223)
Interestingly, Shulman (1986a) has expressed a similar sentiment for teaching inquiry 
when he advocated thinking about a methodological eclecticism in the study of 
teaching:
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“truly research methodologists [are] capable of employing alternative approaches 
to problems as they are formulated ... when investigators have learned to speak 
each other’s languages, to comprehend the terms in which other programmes’ 
research questions are couched, then processes of deliberation over findings can 
yield the hybrid understandings not possible when members of individual research 
programmes dwell in intellectual ghettos of their own construction”, (p. 33)
He went on to argue that while the concept of eclecticism is heuristically useful, the 
practice of combining naturalist and interpretive perspectives is complex indeed. He 
wrote:
“there exists no particular sequence or order of approaches that is generally 
optimal. The order selected will reflect the particular propensities or styles of the 
investigators, the ways in which the research problem is cast as influenced by 
prior research or by policy issues”, (ibid.)
Hence, researchers on teaching should abandon the spurious choice between naturalist 
and interpretive views of social reality. Rather they should be concerned with that 
combination of both which makes use of the most valuable features of each. The 
problem thus becomes one of determining at which points they should adopt the one, 
and at which the other approach.
It is on this view, having dismissed the possibility of any one conception being best, 
that certain decisions had to be made in designing this study. These decisions were 
largely influenced by the conceptual approach taken by this thesis for its inquiry into 
the field of teaching evaluation. This is in line with Gage’s (1963) argument that the 
choice of a concept of what one studies determines much about the research that will 
be conducted. In this respect, Chapter 3 examined the methodological issues 
surrounding teaching evaluation research and justified the development of a conceptual 
framework for the study of teaching with a strong sense of interpretive purpose. This 
has been achieved by making others present and entering into conversations with a 
very broad range of key writers (Tribe, 1999), thereby exposing emerging ideas about 
teaching to their thoughts. Somewhere amongst these conversations the creation of 
new ideas and the marrying of existing ones to new contexts has taken place. These 
have provided the agenda for a reconceptualisation of teaching in which the argument
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that a folly adequate programme of research on teaching requires the use of both 
naturalist and interpretive kinds of inquiry was articulated.
Following this argument the question of this thesis became “is it really possible to 
conduct research on teaching that ruptures the boundaries between the naturalist and 
interpretive research traditions”? In attempting an answer to this question it became 
apparent that conventional research methods in education were of limited help, since 
their typical differentiation according to whether data are submitted to a quantitative or 
qualitative treatment reinforces rather lessens the tension between naturalist and 
interpretive approaches. So part of the challenge for this thesis has been in devising a 
method which contains the best of both worlds, incorporating the concept of teaching 
advanced in Chapter 3. The method most naturally suited to this purpose was Q- 
methodology. Indeed, with its emphasis on the rigorous study of subjective 
dimensions, Q-methodology combines strengths from both naturalist and interpretive 
research traditions (see Chapter 4) and is thus consistent with the theoretical 
framework of this study.
The second part of this research, the subject of this chapter, seeks to test the findings 
of the Q-studies with two particular populations (students and teachers) in the world of 
tourism higher education in the UK and in this sense may be described as naturalist and 
objective. The investigation here is directed at analysing the relationships between 
selected factors in that world and is predominantly quantitative. The concern is with 
the identification and definition of these relationships and with the discovery of ways in 
which they can be expressed. More specifically, the objectives of this part of the 
research are:
• to identify and evaluate the factors which contribute to good teaching;
• to delineate the structure and the components of these factors;
• to explore the extent to which these are valued by the key stakeholders in the 
teaching situation -  students and teachers.
The methodological issues of importance are thus the concepts themselves, their 
measurement and the identification of underlying themes. However, although the 
approach described here now takes on a quantitative aspect this should not be taken to
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imply that it subscribes to the view which treats the world of teaching like the natural 
world -  as being hard, external and objective reality. Rather it should be viewed as 
part of the wider conceptual and methodological framework of this study, grounded in 
the particular view of teaching evaluation advanced in this thesis (the key dimensions 
on which teachers vary are built into the present stage) and leading directly from the 
output of the Q-studies reported in the previous chapter (the statements generated in 
the Q-studies are transferred in this part of the research for further testing). In this 
sense, the naturalist and interpretivist underpinnings of the previous stages of the study 
also provide the basis for the fieldwork involved in this stage of the research. How this 
actually worked out in practice will be seen in the following sections. Emphasis is 
placed on the methodology and techniques employed, rather than the substantive 
results. The intention is to provide guidance on the methodological decisions required 
at different stages of this part of the research for this study.
5.3 Research methodology issues
It is important from the outset to distinguish between matters of research methodology 
and methods, approaches and instruments, styles of research and ways of collecting 
data (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000). This part of this chapter examines 
different styles or kinds of research, separating them from methods -  instruments to be 
used for data collection and analysis. Four main styles of educational research are 
identified in this section. Although it is recognised that these are by no means 
exhaustive, it is suggested that these fairly cover the major styles of research 
methodology in educational evaluation. The gamut of research styles is vast and this 
part illustrates the scope of what is available, embracing quantitative and qualitative 
approaches together with small scale and large scale approaches. These will enable the 
researcher to decide the most appropriate style of research for the purposes of this part 
of the study, suggesting that “fitness for purpose” must be the guiding principle: 
different research methodologies are suitable for different research purposes and reflect 
different priorities about the dimensions of the research process (Fenstermacher, 
1986). The discussion will then move from the general to the particular, moving from 
the decision on which kind of methodology to undertake to the decision on data 
collection instrument.
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5.3.1 Basic types of educational methodology
The procedures employed to obtain educational evaluation information have been 
classified into four basic styles of methodology (Benson and Michael, 1990): (a) 
experimental; (b) quasi-experimental; (c) survey; and (d) ethnographic. As mentioned 
in Chapter 3, early studies of teaching evaluation were essentially experimental. It was 
soon discovered, however, that experimental approaches were frequently not flexible 
enough to encompass all aspects of a particular teaching session taking place in an 
educational setting. For the purpose of this case, adaptations of these approaches were 
developed and termed quasi-experimental. In addition, teaching evaluation studies 
were implemented at many sites involving a large number of participants. In these 
situations, types of survey research, which were borrowed from sociology, were used 
to scan a wide field of issues, populations, etc., in order to measure or describe any 
generalised features. More recently, ethnographic studies have been introduced to 
elicit sociocultural knowledge from participants to the teaching situation, rendering 
social behaviour comprehensible.
5.3.1.1 Experimental research
Experimental research is considered the most powerful methodology to demonstrate 
cause and effect relationships if conditions of randomisation in selection of 
participating units and in the assignment of treatments can be met (Tate, 1990). The 
essential feature of experimental research is that the units to be evaluated have been 
assigned to the treatment and control conditions at random (Benson and Michael, 
1990). The evaluation “unit” refers to the focus of the inquiry. Thus, in studies of 
variables influencing the achievement of individual students the unit would be the 
student, while the class would be the appropriate unit in studies of class-level variables 
on average outcomes. The experimental variable under evaluation is usually defined as 
the treatment condition. The control condition may be a neutral or placebo treatment 
or no treatment at all. The study is then implemented and one or more criterion 
measures are administered after the treatment. Finally, differences between the treated 
and control groups are compared to determine the relative effectiveness of the 
competing conditions.
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A complete exposition of experimental procedures is beyond the scope of this chapter.
In the brief outline that follows, we have selected one design (the pretest-post-test
control group design) from the comprehensive treatment of the subject by Campbell 
and Stanley (1963) in order to identify the essential features of what they term a “true 
experimental” design. Along with its variants, the chosen design is commonly used in 
educational experimentation.
If E and C respectively represent experimental and control units, R indicates random 
selection of units and assignment of treatment (or lack of treatment) to the units, 01 
and 03 constitute pretest, administered to the E  and C units respectively, X  represents 
the treatment, and 02 and 04 indicate the post-tests given to the E  and C units 
respectively, the pretest-post-test control group design can be represented as:
E R 01 X  02
C R 03 04
This design is differentiated from others in that it involves the use of two groups which 
have been constituted by randomisation. As Riecken and Boruch (1974) observe, 
randomisation is a technique used to ensure that as few differences as possible exist 
between different subject groups by giving every subject an equal chance of being 
allocated to each of the experimental treatments. It is important to note that this 
procedure does not eliminate or even reduce individual differences: it simply distributes 
those differences randomly between the groups. Randomisation, then, ensures the 
greater likelihood of equivalence, that is, the apportioning out between the 
experimental and control groups of any other factors or characteristics of the subjects, 
which might conceivably affect the experimental variables in which the investigator is 
interested. Of course this is often a difficult goal to reach, but if the research situation 
can be kept tight, experiments are powerful because one can in general have 
confidence that causal relations are indeed what one says they are because they were 
established under uncontaminated conditions (Kerlinger, 1970). In other words, if 
rival causes or explanations can be eliminated from a study then, it is argued, clear 
causality can be established and the experiment can provide an explanation that is the 
only explanation for the observed phenomenon.
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Although experimental designs are very powerful in this sense, they are often difficult 
to apply in educational settings, as treatments frequently are implemented differentially 
at each locale where extraneous factors may interact with the treatment in a way not 
controllable by the design. When these factors are identified, they are often hard to 
measure. One of the main preoccupations of the educational experimenter, then, is to 
try to isolate the research in a physical situation apart from the ordinary living by 
eliminating the many extraneous forces that may affect the variables under 
investigation (Kerlinger, 1992). However, even then, employing an experimental 
design in which nearly all extraneous variables except the treatment have been 
controlled, may result in the research being so sterile that it is ungeneralisable (Benson 
and Michael, 1990). Even with randomisation there may be compensatory efforts on 
the part of the members in the control group or defeatism or conflict that can lead to 
reduced motivation and effort.
5.3.1.2 Quasi-experimental research
The purpose of quasi-experimental research is to approximate a true experimental 
design, typically in field settings where control or manipulation of only some of the 
relevant variables is possible (Cook, 1983). The distinguishing feature of quasi- 
experimental procedures is that the evaluation units have not been randomly selected 
and often have not been randomly assigned to experimental conditions (Isaac and 
Michael, 1981). This situation can occur, for example, in compensatory education 
where all eligible evaluation units are mandated to receive an innovative instructional 
programme. In this case it is not possible to use randomisation as such a procedure 
would be highly disruptive to existing units or intact groups.
By far, the most common quasi-experimental design used in educational research has 
been what Campbell and Stanley (1963) have termed the non-equivalent control group 
design (hereafter NECG). This design, which does not involve random selection of 
participating units, may be diagrammed as follows (the symbols used have been defined 
in the previous section):
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C 03 04
The dashed line separating the parallel rows in the diagram indicates that no formal 
means such as randomisation has been employed to assure the equivalence of the 
participating units. The NECG overcomes this by requiring the use of similar* groups, 
for to the degree that the experimenters can make E and C groups as equivalent as 
possible, they can avoid the equivocality of interpretations that plague situations where 
the full control of scheduling of experimental stimuli is lacking (Wolf, 1984). 
However, the crux of the matter is that when selection is not random, researchers can 
never be sure that the groups are truly equivalent -  hence the term non-equivalent. Or, 
put another way, the attainment of an equal distribution of those subject variables 
which might interfere with the causal relationship being studied cannot be guaranteed 
(Kerlinger, 1970). In this situation, many threats to the validity of a causal inference 
between one or more treatments in several outcomes can be expected to be present 
(Cook and Campbell, 1979). Thus, somewhat less confidence can be placed in the 
evaluation of findings from the use of quasi-experimental designs than from the 
employment of true experimental designs.
Quasi-experiments should not be seen, however, as always inferior to true experiments. 
Sometimes quasi-experiments are the next logical step in a long research process 
where true experimental-based findings need to be tested in realistic day-to-day 
environments to see if the findings are really useful (Bryman, 2001). True experiments 
often reveal intriguing insights yet the substantive significance of these can only be 
assessed quasi-experimentally. For example, true experimental studies may have 
shown that under certain highly controlled conditions, teachers’ expectations of their 
students’ abilities improve the school performance of the latter, but the real issue is 
whether teachers’ expectations are good for children in their schools. Put simply, in 
comparison with the true experimental designs, quasi-experimental ones afford greater 
potential for generalisability in practical situations.
E 01 X  02
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Survey research is considered to be a branch of social scientific research which “studies 
large and small populations by selecting and studying samples chosen from the 
populations to discover the relative incidence, distribution and interrelations of 
sociological and psychological variables” (Kerlinger, 1992, p. 377). The social 
scientific nature of survey research is revealed by the nature of its variables, as depicted 
by the above definition, which can be classified as sociological facts and opinions and 
attitudes (Warwick and Lininger, 1975). Sociological facts are attributes of individuals 
that spring from their membership in social groups: gender, education, age, 
occupation, and so on. The second type of variable is psychological and includes 
opinions and attitudes on the one hand, and behaviour on the other.
The definition also links populations and samples. Survey researchers are interested in 
the accurate assessment of the characteristics of whole populations of people 
(Kerlinger, 1992). Only rarely, however, do survey researchers study whole 
populations; they study samples drawn from populations. From these samples they 
infer the characteristics of the defined population. The study of samples from which 
inferences about populations can be drawn is needed because in the majority of 
research cases it is not possible to study whole populations (i.e. to undertake a census) 
for reasons of practicality. Carefully devised samples can often furnish the same 
information as a study of an entire population at much less cost and greater efficiency 
(Borg and Gall, 1996).
Survey researchers use a flow chart to outline the design and subsequent 
implementation of a survey (see for example Rosier, 1997; Cohen, Manion and 
Morrison, 2000). The flow chart starts with the clarification of the general and specific 
problems that are to be solved. Next, the population of interest is identified. Once the 
population is defined, a decision is made as to how the sample is to be drawn and how 
many cases will be drawn. The next step involves the construction of the data 
collection instrument to be used. In educational research the usual method of 
collecting data is through self-completion questionnaires, though interviewing has also 
been used. After drafts of the instruments are completed and put in final form the next 
large part in a survey is the data collection period. During this, a researcher using the
5.3.1.3 Survey research
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instruments constructed for the survey typically will be seeking to gather large scale 
data from a representative sample population at a single point in time, in order to 
enable generalisations to be made about given factors or variables. The next large part 
of the flow plan is analytical and involves the coding and tabulation of responses, after 
which statistical analysis follows: percentages, averages, relational indices, and 
appropriate tests of significance. The analyses of the data are studied, collated, 
assimilated and interpreted. Finally, the results of this interpretative process are 
reported.
Survey research has the inherent virtue of wide scope: a great deal of information can 
be obtained from a large population (Best, 1970). A large population can be studied 
with much less expense than that incurred by a census. While surveys tend to be more 
expensive than true experimental and quasi-experimental designs, for the amount and 
quality of information they yield they are economical (Davidson, 1970). Furthennore, 
existing educational facilities and personnel can be used to reduce the costs of the 
research (Kerlinger, 1992). On the other hand, if a researcher is concerned to catch 
the local, institutional or small scale factors and variables, to portray the specificity of 
a situation, its uniqueness and particular complexity, then a survey approach is 
probably unsuitable (Benson and Michael, 1990). Its degree of explanatory potential 
or fine detail is lost to broad brush generalisations which are free of temporal, spatial 
or local contexts (i.e. its appeal largely rests in the context of quantitative research). 
In simple terms, the individual instance is sacrificed to the aggregated response.
5.3.1A Ethnographic research
A major criticism of the three previous styles of research discussed up to this point is 
their failure to capture the complex contextual issues surrounding realistic educational 
settings (Lincoln and Guba, 1980). The context, which includes types of participants, 
locales, and different occasions, can interact with the investigated variables in unique 
ways. Thus, a thorough understanding and documentation of the context in which the 
research is to be undertaken is usually as necessary as the outcome information 
produced by the participants in the research situation.
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Several educators and evaluators have advocated that ethnographic research be 
adopted for use in educational research and evaluation as a response to the need to 
study phenomena as they naturally occur in the field (Patton, 1980). Goetz and 
LeCompte (1984) suggest that ethnographic research is a process, a way of studying 
human behaviour, involving methods of inquiry, an outcome and a resultant record of 
the inquiry. The intention of the methodology is to create as vivid a reconstruction as 
possible of the culture or groups being studied by eliciting phenomenological data -  
that is, it aims to represent the world-view of those individuals or groups under 
investigation. In this focus, ethnographic research has been associated with an 
interpretive approach to human thinking and behaviour. More specifically, Lincoln and 
Guba (1985) have illustrated how ethnographic studies differ from naturalist designs 
(experimental, quasi-experimental, or survey) in five areas (axioms): (a) there are 
multiple realities; (b) it is impossible to separate the researcher from that being 
researched; (c) only hypotheses about individual realities are possible; (d) it is 
impossible to separate cause and effect relationships because of their simultaneous 
interaction; and (e) inquiring is value-bound. Thus, there are several key differences 
between this approach and that of naturalism. The subjectivity that the researcher 
brings to a study is openly confronted in ethnographic studies.
In terms of method (see Spradley, 1979; Delamont, 1992; Rose, 1993), generally 
speaking, ethnographic studies start with a selection of a culture, review of the 
literature pertaining to the culture, and identification of variables of interest -  typically 
variables perceived as significant by the members of the culture. The ethnographer 
then goes about gaining entrance, which in turn sets the stage for cultural immersion of 
the ethnographer in the culture. The middle stages of the ethnographic method involve 
gaining informants, using them to gain more informants in a chaining process, and 
gathering of data in the form of observational transcripts and interview recordings. 
Data analysis and theory development come at the end, though theories may emerge 
from cultural immersion and theory-articulation by members of the culture. However, 
the ethnographic researcher strives to avoid theoretical preconceptions and instead to 
induce theory from the perspectives of the members of the culture and from 
observation (Hammersley, 1990). The researcher may seek validation of induced 
theories by going back to members of the culture for their reaction (ibid.).
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Like all approaches to research, however, ethnographic approaches present a particular 
set of problems for the researcher. In the process of trying to represent the world-view 
of individuals and groups, it is important to remember that data “do not speak for 
themselves” but must be interpreted by the researcher in the light of his or her 
understanding of the group’s own perceptions and conventions. On this basis, one of 
the major criticisms of ethnographic research is that it is “unscientific”, as the 
researcher’s interpretation of data cannot be regarded as objective or reliable (Uzzell,
2000). Other problems are those associated with observation of participants. This 
method provides rich data but takes considerable time and sustained supervision to 
recast what might be familiar and apparently irrelevant as strange and interesting 
(Savage, 2000). The labour intensive nature of fieldwork also means that it is 
relatively costly. Finally, participant observation raises challenging ethical questions 
and practicalities with regard to informed consent that may be heightened by the power 
differential between adult researchers and certain groups such as young or very young 
children (Fine and Sandstrom, 1988; Deyle, Hess and LeCompte, 1992). Informed 
consent therefore needs to be carefully considered, negotiated, and regularly 
reconfirmed with study par ticipants. It is also important to note that to date there have 
been relatively few published investigations employing true ethnographic methods in 
educational evaluations. As a result, the utility of this methodology as a descriptive or 
explanatory technique within the field of educational evaluation research is yet to be 
established.
5.3.2 Choosing the appropriate methodology
The selection of a research methodology is not something that can be approached by 
slavishly following a set of edicts about what is right and wrong (Daly, 2003). In 
practice, the educational researcher is faced with a variety of options and alternatives 
and has to make important decisions about which to choose. Each choice, as we have 
seen, brings with it a set of assumptions about the social world it investigates. Gains in 
one direction will bring them losses in another, and the educational researcher has to 
live with this. There is no “one right” direction to take. Some methodologies are 
better suited than others for specific aspects of investigation and specific kinds of
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problems. They are chosen as “fit for purpose”. The crucial thing for good research is 
that the choices are reasonable and that they are made explicit as part of any research 
report (Denscombe, 2003).
In practice then, the choice of the appropriate methodology is a balancing act, for it 
requires the harmonising of planned possibilities with workable, coherent practice, i.e. 
the resolution of the difference between idealism (what could be done) and realism 
(what will actually work), for at the end of the day research has to work (Cohen, 
Mannion and Morrison, 2000). Looked at in this light, the choice of research 
methodology might be thought of as involving two phases -  a divergent phase and a 
convergent phase. The divergent phase opens up a range of possible options facing the 
researcher, whilst the convergent phase sifts through these possibilities, examines 
which ones are desirable, which ones are compatible with each other and which ones 
will actually work in the situation at hand. It is no accident, therefore, that the 
discussion on the major types of educational evaluation methodology was placed at an 
early point in this chapter. The intention of this (divergent phase) was to make clear 
the range of possibilities available to the researcher so that the eventual decision on 
research methodology (convergent phase) was made on the basis of “fitness for 
purpose” rather than caprice. This decision is made explicit in the following section, 
which discusses the suitability of the selected approach for the purposes of this 
research in comparison with other approaches.
5.3.2.1 Discussion and rationale for choice of research methodology
In the first place, the research described in this thesis was concerned with uncovering 
the nature of underlying patterns (factors) among a large number of variables 
associated with “good teaching” in the world of tourism higher education. The 
methodological emphasis here was placed upon the analysis of relationships and 
regularities between selected factors in that world that could be measured and 
recorded. This perspective is predisposed to naturalism: it concentrates on specific 
facets of the phenomenon being studied, isolated from the wider context in which it 
exists. This precluded the researcher from undertaking any kind of “ethnography” 
since that would have implied a holistic approach to the research -  that is, one that
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stresses the totality of the phenomenon under investigation. In no sense was the task 
of this research one of stressing the temporal and environmental factors and the 
social/cultural and economic context of the research. So, unlike ethnographers, the 
researcher was not required to elicit phenomenological data.
Secondly, this study was not aiming to identify cause and effect relationships in the 
style of experimental and quasi-experimental research. That kind of research usually 
identifies a particular product of teaching as evidence of effective teaching. 
Frequently, that evidence relates to student attainment, particularly examination 
performance. This approach presupposes a direction of causality; teaching is directed 
towards the achievement of the specified product (e.g. examination results). In the 
approach of this research, however, no attempt was made to determine causal 
relationships between variables. The analysis sketched out in Chapter 3 will have 
served its purpose if it suggests why this strategy is simply not applicable to the realm 
of intentional human activities such as teaching. Instead, the focus here was on 
patterns of association -  the concern was with the identification of the underlying 
structure of a set of variables as implied by the interrelationships that existed between 
them. Furthermore, it was students’ and teachers’ views with which this study was 
concerned. Patterns of teaching as observed by an observer who asks how differences 
in specific aspects of teaching relate to the achievement of particular products were not 
what this study was looking for. Those patterns would assess the extent to which the 
observed teaching fitted some outsider’s experimental model, but would tell the 
researcher little about how teachers and students themselves thought about what 
constitutes good teaching.
And thirdly, this research was not planned for the construction of longitudinal 
evidence. Data sets of this type must be gathered over an extended period of time, 
either with reference to fixed and predetermined time points or in continuous time 
(Ruspini, 2003). But because the purpose here was to discover and understand 
relationships related to the present state of affairs in UK’s tourism higher education, 
there was no time ordering to the examined variables because the data on them were to 
be collected more or less simultaneously. This clearly contrasts with the notion of 
repeated measurements inherent in experimental and ethnographic approaches.
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To sum up, what is distinctive about the purposes of this study is a commitment to the 
measurement of and relationships between specific aspects of teaching in the world of 
tourism higher education in relation to the existing conditions in that world. It will be 
clear by this point that these purposes could not be met by an approach involving 
ethnographic or experimental designs. Without suggesting that these types of research 
are anything but valuable, they were not suited to the specific aspects of this 
investigation. In the light of these considerations, the methodological approach 
adopted was that of survey research (described in section 5.3.1.3) which represents a 
broad approach to the study of educational phenomena with an underlying rationale for 
the direction and planning of an investigation that separates it from the rationale for 
experimental or ethnographic research and is particularly consistent with the 
methodological initiatives of this study. There are three reasons for this:
• The defining characteristic o f survey research is measurement o f specific aspects 
o f phenomena. Instead of looking at all aspects of a phenomenon to see their 
interrelationships and establish how they come together to form a whole (holistic 
approach), it seeks to build understanding by presenting material which is 
uncluttered by specific contextual factors (Marsh, 1982). It follows from this that 
within surveys there is a tendency to restrict attention to the outcomes of social 
processes, rather than to emphasise the detailed workings and relationships between 
them (Denscombe, 2003). The survey approach, then, is quite the opposite of any 
ethnographic study.
• In it competing explanations are formulated in terms o f the relationship between 
variables (rather than in terms of causality as with experimental research). One 
does not in survey research aim to show causal relationships. Rather the emphasis 
is on the development of complex analytic designs to establish patterns of 
associations. The broader philosophical thinking which informs this approach is 
that mono-causal experimental models are too linear to capture the complexity of 
human action. More appropriate multi-causal networks, on the other hand, imply 
assumptions about the ways in which multi-causality works but, as Oppenheim 
stresses (1992, p. 17), “we often cannot say what the correct causal model would 
be”. In this respect, associations cannot be given the status of causes because their 
place in a complex network of causality is not known. The logic behind
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concentrating efforts on the association between variables is that these may imply 
the existence of some superordinate structure (Ragin, 1987). Clearly, this kind of 
approach is well suited to the purposes of this inquiry.
• Surveys usually relate to the present state o f  affairs. As Denscombe (2003, p. 6) 
stresses, the purpose of surveys is generally to “bring things up to date” by 
attempting to provide “a snapshot of how things are at the specific time at which the 
data are collected”. In survey research, then, data on the variables of interest are 
collected more or less simultaneously (Bryman, 2001). When an individual takes 
part in a survey, which may contain fifty or more variables, the answers are supplied 
at essentially the same time. Though there might be occasions when researchers 
will wish to do a retrospective study to show how things used to be, these remain 
more an exception than the rule.
These three characteristics of the survey approach serve to set the scene and provide 
an initial view of the direction of this study in terms of the adopted research approach. 
They help to explain why a survey approach has proved the most appropriate one for 
the purpose of this research. However, they also involve no mention of specific 
research methods. It is important to recognise this point. The survey approach is a 
research style, not a method. The decision to use a survey approach is a decision that 
relates to the scale and scope of the investigation, and it does not, at least in principle, 
dictate which method or methods must be used. To that end, the following section 
moves to an account of the conscious and explicit choice about which method to select 
and use within the context of this study from the available alternatives.
5.4 Issues of data collection methods
When it comes to selecting a method for the selection of data, certain research 
approaches tend to be associated with the use of certain research methods. Typically, 
surveys are popularly associated with the use of self-completion questionnaires or 
standardised interview schedules (Bryman, 2001). Each of these methods has its 
particular strengths and weaknesses, and some guidance on these is contained in the 
following sections. However, when it comes to choosing a research method, 
researchers should be aware that it is a matter of deciding which is the most
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appropriate method in practice, not of deciding that one data collection method is 
superior to all others in any absolute sense. One cannot say that one method is always 
good or bad, but rather that some data collection methods are preferable for some 
problems, or under some conditions, and not others -  and often, it has to be admitted, 
the choice will eventually be made for quite practical reasons related to time, 
resources and access to the sources of data (Oppenheim, 1966). Accordingly, the 
decision on the data collection method for this part of the research is justified by 
arguing on its suitability for the circumstances and the specific needs of the task in 
hand, so that the criterion of “fitness for purpose” is held high.
One final point needs to be made before the discussion embarks. Reference has been 
made only to standardised interviews rather than exploratory ones. Certainly, 
exploratory interviews can enter the survey research process. However, it is important 
to note that the purpose of the exploratory interview in the typical survey study is 
essentially heuristic: to develop ideas rather than to gather facts and statistics 
(Burgess, 1982). The job of the depth interviewer is thus not that of data collection 
but ideas collection. This perspective is clearly inconsistent with the initiatives of this 
part of the research. Here the various research objectives and dimensions to be 
studied have long since been identified. The concern is with the actual collection of 
data so the focus will be on questionnaires and structured interviews.
5.4.1 Self-completion questionnaires and standardised interviews
The self-completion questionnaire or standardised interview schedule is the data 
collection technique most commonly used by social surveys. It is traditionally in the 
form of a printed document that may consist of both pre-coded and open-ended 
questions (but see below). The defining features of the questionnaire/standardised 
interview schedule are that the design itself is highly structured and that the same 
instrument is administered to all the participants in the survey (Oppenheim, 1992). 
When respondents are left alone to fill in the instrument without the help of an 
interviewer, as in the case of a postal survey, the research instrument is called a self­
completion questionnaire. When interviewers are present, asking the questions, as in 
face-to-face interviews or a telephone survey, the research instrument is known as a
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standardised interview schedule. The design and way the questionnaire is 
administered depend on the type of survey. The content is as diverse as the purposes 
set by the researcher but almost always includes some questions on demographic 
characteristics such as gender and age. The main body of questions, however, is likely 
to cover the activities, opinions or attitudes of respondents and will vary according to 
the topic under investigation (Simmons, 2001).
The use of a standardised interview schedule or self-completion questionnaire has 
many attractions (Oppenheim, 1966). It enables the collection of large quantities of 
data from large numbers of people. This can be achieved relatively easily, depending 
on the way it is administered, and in a relatively short space of time. Because each 
respondent is asked exactly the same questions, the responses score high on reliability. 
Due to the standardised form of questioning, it is assumed that bias due to the effect of 
the researcher is minimised. Finally, because it collects information from respondents 
about the same characteristics and in a form that can be coded systematically, it is an 
ideal way of producing data that is suitable for quantitative data analysis.
5.4.1.1 R ela tiv e  ad van tages o f  qu estion n aires an d in terv iew  schedu les
Continuing with the theme of “fitness for purpose” in the research process, this section 
moves to a closer-grained account of self-completion questionnaires and standardised 
interview schedules with the intention of enabling the researcher to decide on the most 
appropriate instrument for data collection. Towards this end, the strengths and 
weaknesses of these instruments are set out, so that decisions on their suitability to the 
purposes of this study avoid being arbitrary and their practical value and 
methodological limitations are weighed up. First, the discussion turns to a 
consideration of the advantages of self-completion questionnaires:
(1) Self-completion questionnaires are economical, in the sense that they can 
supply a considerable amount of research data for a relatively low cost in terms of 
materials and money (they cost little more than the expense of paper and printing or 
duplicating, the cost of two envelopes and two stamps per subject). Costs are lower 
because interviewers are not used. The cheapness of the self-completion questionnaire
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is especially advantageous if the research involves a large and/or geographically widely 
dispersed sample. When this is the case, a mail questionnaire will be much cheaper, 
because of the time and travel expenses of the interviewers.
(2) Quicker to administer. Self-completion questionnaires can be sent out through 
the mail or otherwise distributed in veiy large quantities at the same time. Hundreds of 
questionnaires can be sent out through the mail in one batch, but, even when a 
permanent interviewer force is engaged, it would take a long time to conduct personal 
interviews with a sample of that size. However, it is important to bear in mind that 
postal studies may also take time. Researchers have to wait for the responses to come 
in, then send out follow up letters and/or questionnaires to those who fail to return 
them initially, and extend the deadline to capture the final trickle of returns.
(3) Self-completion questionnaires encourage pre-coded answers. As we have 
seen, this is not an essential facet of questionnaires, because unstructured answers can 
be sought. However, particularly with questionnaires, the value of the data is likely to 
be greatest where respondents provide answers that fit into a range of options offered 
by the researcher. These allow for the speedy collation and analysis of data by the 
researcher. They also have an advantage for the respondents, who, instead of needing 
to think of how to express their ideas, are faced with the relatively easy task of needing 
to pick one or more answers which are spelt out for them.
(4) Absence o f social desirability effects. The social desirability effect refers to 
evidence that some respondents’ answers to questions are related to their perception of 
the social desirability of those answers. An answer that is perceived to be socially 
desirable is more likely to be endorsed than one that is not. Various studies have 
demonstrated the tendency for people to be more likely to give out personal or 
embarrassing information or to admit to “unsocial” opinions when filling out a less 
socially involving questionnaire rather than telling the lurid facts face-to-face to an 
interviewer who is, after all, a complete stranger.
Reflecting their higher costs, standardised interview schedules offer a number of 
advantages:
(1) Interview schedules are better for obtaining spontaneous answers or 
discovering what the respondent really thinks about a topic. Interviewers come into
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their own when the research involves asking numerous open-ended questions, or open- 
ended probes, and where the interviewer has to record verbatim the answers given by 
the respondents. Such open-ended questions are important in allowing the respondents 
to say what they think and to do so with greater richness and spontaneity. With a 
questionnaire, the respondent has time to deliberate over what they will say, or even 
discuss with other people (like their colleagues) what to put down.
(2) High response rate. Interviews are generally prearranged and scheduled for a 
convenient time and location. This ensures a relatively high response rate. In contrast 
to refusing an interviewer, it is much easier to put off and eventually throw away a 
questionnaire. The significance of a response rate is that, unless it can be proven that 
those who do not participate do not differ from those that do, there is likely to be the 
risk of bias. Put simply, if there are differences between participants and refusals, it is 
probable that the findings relating to the sample will be affected. If  a response rate is 
low, it seems likely that the risk of bias in the findings will be greater. In that respect, 
standardised interview schedules offer a clear* advantage over postal questionnaires.
(3) More complexity is possible. With an interview schedule, the researcher can be 
sure that questions will be understood and will be answered in the correct manner. 
The interviewer is there to help the ones with reading difficulties; offer standardised 
explanations to certain problems that arise; prevent many misunderstandings; and 
maintain control over the order or sequence in which the questions are answered. 
These are some very down-to-earth practical advantages. Generally, it can be said that 
the more difficult and the more open-ended questions are, the more researchers should 
prefer to use interviewers.
5.4.2 Decision on data collection method
Using the foregoing discussion as a foundation for deciding which data collection 
method to employ, it was maintained that the self-completion questionnaire was the 
most appropriate method for the specific aspects of this investigation. There were a 
number of reasons for arriving at this decision.
First, the financial resources for this study were limited and in the time available there 
was considerable doubt about the feasibility of an interview survey. Given that the
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study involved a large and geographically dispersed sample, data collection by 
interviews would have required the engagement of a permanent interviewer force and 
the associated costs in terms of money and time. Following that, the self-completion 
questionnaire proved to be the only viable way of carrying through the inquiry.
Second, previous work aimed at eliciting students’ perceptions of good teaching with 
the use of interviews had established a number of problems (Brown and McIntyre,
1993). In particular, students were found to experience fatigue towards the end of the 
interviews, which resulted in them failing to recall the later items and hence answering 
the questions about them negatively. Moreover, in some cases they often needed up to 
5 minutes to collect their thoughts and reorient themselves between different questions; 
in an interview, however, even a 10 second pause can seem an eternity. Here again the 
cost factor enters the research; this would clearly be a time-wasting practice for the 
researcher. The conclusion from this was that within the available resources the only 
feasible way to proceed was to use the self-completion questionnaire method. This 
also had the advantage of convenience for students, because they could complete the 
questionnaire at the speed that they wanted to.
Finally, there was a major concern that the investigated topic might be “sensitive” to 
the academic population of the study. It is not always obvious whether or not a topic 
is “sensitive” to the respondents of a study and so “sensitivity” must be defined in 
subjective terms: a topic is sensitive if some respondents show reluctance to answer 
questions about it (Oppenheim, 1992). Teaching evaluation seems to fit this profile. 
We can recall the central idea put forward in Chapter 4 that teaching evaluation is 
directly concerned with individuals, with their minds and with their own way of 
looking at things. In that sense, it is deliberately idiosyncratic and private. Within the 
context of educational research, it has sometimes been found that many individuals do 
not wish to reveal their opinions in an ar ea that they consider to be a matter of privacy 
(Wolf, 1990). This is entirely in keeping with more recent evidence found in the 
specialist teaching literature, which exist to indicate that although academics are 
generally positive about teaching evaluation, they do not have a comfortable feel with 
revealing their opinions about it (Ballantyne, Bain and Packer, 1997). To illustrate this
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point, it seems appropriate to quote an observation from Ballantyne, Bain and Packer’s 
1999 survey of academics’ reflections on university teaching:
“There is almost a need to cover up good teaching at universities. There are lots 
of good teachers at universities, but it is almost as if it is a secret club. In general, 
nobody is talking about teaching. In Social Work practice, everybody talks about 
what they are doing. Yet here we are in universities in another action discipline -  
teaching -  and it is not acceptable for us to publicly reflect on our practice”, (p.
252)
This issue is really a special case of the social desirability bias discussed above, which 
requires the employment of a data collection technique that would mitigate the 
psychological difficulties involved (Oppenheim, 1992). As a general rule, there is some 
evidence that these difficulties tend to be greater when the technique employed 
involves face-to-face contact between the researcher and the respondents (Hyman et 
al., 1954; Sudman and Bradbum, 1982; Tourangeau and Smith, 1996). Although this 
evidence derives from settings other than educational, it serves to suggest that in the 
case of sensitive topics researchers should consider more frequent use of the less 
socially involving self-completion questionnaire technique.
In essence, therefore, the self-completion questionnaire mode of response was 
adopted, which enabled the researcher to keep the study within manageable limits and 
to prevent anticipated problems associated with the cooperation of the audiences to 
which the survey was directed. However, gains in this direction brought with them 
losses in another. More specifically, the major concern regarding the use of the self­
completion questionnaire was that questionnaire surveys typically produce low 
response rates and consequent biases. For example, a postal questionnaire may easily 
produce a response rate below 20 per cent (May, 2001); as indicated earlier, 
interviewers can generally do much better than this. Another methodological weakness 
was that the elimination of the interviewer meant that when the self-completion 
questionnaires were being completed, there was no one present to probe respondents 
to elaborate an answer or to help them if they were having difficulty answering a 
question. Also in relation to this, it was maintained that it would be easier for 
respondents actively to decide not to answer a question when on their own than when
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being asked by an interviewer. If questions are not answered, this creates the problem 
of missing data for the variables that are created, making the interpretation of the 
results by the researcher problematic. Finally, the use of the self-completion 
questionnaire offered little opportunity for the researcher to check the truthfulness of 
the answers given by the respondents. Because the answers were given “at a 
distance”, the researcher could not rely on a number of clues that an interviewer might 
have had about whether the answers were genuine or not. The interviewer might have 
seen some incongruity between answers given by the same interviewee and be able to 
probe the matter. In the case of the questionnaire, however, the researcher had little 
option but to accept the answers given by the respondents as true.
5.5 Stages in the design of the questionnaire survey
From the above discussion, it might well be assumed that since questionnaires have a 
number of deficiencies, the chances of obtaining useful data are very small. This is not 
so, argues Dillman (1978), who claims that these weaknesses are really potential 
weaknesses — none of them need be a real weakness for they can be overcome by using 
a “total design method”. By giving minute attention to every aspect of the survey 
process, from the sampling procedures to the devising of questions, from the approach 
to respondents to the formatting of the questionnaire, the quality of response for 
questionnaire surveys can be improved. This approach is to be thoroughly 
recommended: giving careful attention to the planning and execution of the research 
project will enhance the likelihood of producing useful results. It is in this spirit that 
the following stages of the design of this questionnaire survey have been conceived.
5.5.1 Sampling strategy
The quality of a piece of educational research not only stands or falls by the 
appropriateness of methodology and data collection methods, but also by the suitability 
of the sampling strategy that has been adopted (Morrison, 1993). Questions of 
sampling arise directly out of the issue of defining the population on which the research 
will focus. Researchers must take sampling decisions early in the overall designing of a 
research inquiry. Factors such as expense, time and accessibility frequently prevent
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researchers from gaining information from the whole population. Therefore, they often 
need to be able to obtain data from a smaller group or subset of the total population 
under study. This smaller group is the sample.
There are two main methods of sampling (Leslie, 1965; Schofield, 1996). The 
researcher must decide whether to opt for a probability (also known as a random 
sample) or a purposive sample (also known as non-probability sample). The difference 
between them is this: in a probability sample eveiy individual member in a population is 
chosen at random and has a known chance of selection, whereas in a purposive sample 
the chance of selection for each element in a population is unknown. In the former 
(probability sample) every member of the wider population has an equal chance of 
being included in the sample; inclusion or exclusion is a matter of chance and nothing 
else. In the latter (purposive sample) some members of the wider population will be 
excluded and others definitely included (i.e. every member of the wider population 
does not have an equal chance of being included in the sample). In this latter type, the 
researcher has purposely selected a particular section of the wider population to 
include in, or exclude from, the sample.
Probability and purposive samples are adequate for different purposes of research. A 
probability sample, because it draws randomly from the wider population, will be 
useful if the researcher wishes to make generalisations, because it increases the 
likelihood that the sample accurately represents the population from which it was 
selected (Moser and Kalton, 1971). On the other hand, where the researcher’s aim is 
to discover categories and their properties and to generate a wider understanding of 
social phenomena, the representativeness of the sample may be of less importance and 
the best sampling strategy is often focused on purposive samples (Glaser and Strauss, 
1967).
We arrive, then, back at an issue that continues to break the surface of our discussions 
-  that every element of the research should not be arbitrary but planned and deliberate, 
and that, as before, the criterion of planning must be “fitness for purpose”. There is no 
such thing as a single “best” sampling strategy for all purposes. The sampling strategy 
the researcher chooses to adopt must be appropriate for the needs and resources of the 
research. What follows in the next section sets out to do just this: to make clear the
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appropriateness of the eventual selection of sampling strategy for the unique needs and 
resources of this particular study.
5.5.1.1 The sampling strategy to he used
Traditionally, it is probability sampling which has set the standard for social research. 
It follows statistical laws and is well suited to the selection of samples in large-scale 
surveys designed to produce quantitative data (Denscombe, 2003). However, there 
are often occasions when it is not possible to use such a sample. Particularly in the 
field of educational evaluation research it has been noted that purposive samples are 
more prominent than are samples based on probability sampling (Ross, 1990). The 
reasons for this are varied but, in the main, it is either because the generalisation from 
sample to population is not required, or certain complexities need to be introduced 
purposely into the sample strategy in order to address more appropriately the practical 
constraints associated with the research (ibid.).
It was in relating these reasons to the specifics of this particular study that the 
researcher found it both undesirable and difficult to adhere to the principles and 
procedures of probability sampling for selecting survey respondents. There were two 
qualifications to this conclusion:
(1) Probability sampling in social research is generally conducted so that the 
information derived from the resulting sample can be employed to develop usefiil 
generalisations about the population as a whole. While this is a perfectly legitimate 
approach, the purpose of this study was to discover the relationships between selected 
factors in the world of tourism higher education and to delineate their structure and 
components. Following that, probability sampling was not well suited to the nature of 
this inquiry.
(2) Probability sampling requires the existence of a complete (or as complete as 
possible) list of the population. This list is called a sampling frame and from this a 
sample is randomly selected (May, 2001). However, within the context of this study 
no sampling frames that covered the populations of interest were readily available. Put 
simply, the researcher did not have sufficient information about the populations to
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undertake probability sampling. Although in the case of the teacher population it was 
possible to piece together a sampling frame from several sources, this was achieved 
with the use of purposive methods of sampling (see below). The construction of a 
sampling frame for the student population was not attempted. That kind of 
undertaking would have required to negotiate access to specialist lists of students and 
to obtain approval from the relevant Ethics Committees to use them. Given that these 
processes can take months and require the completion of complicated forms (Arber,
2001), carrying out such operations for a national population of thousands of students 
would have been extremely cumbersome and expensive.
Under such circumstances, the researcher had to turn to forms of purposive sampling 
as the basis for selecting the samples. In doing so, there was a departure from the 
principle of random selection which underlies probability sampling. The defining 
characteristic of the sampling strategy adopted here was that the choice of people to be 
included in the sample was definitely not a random selection.
More specifically, the selection of student respondents involved a mixture of aspects of 
convenience and maximum variation sampling. Convenience sampling is built upon 
selections which suit the convenience of the researcher (they are by definition at the 
core of a study’s concerns) and which are available by virtue of their accessibility 
(Clark et a l 1998). This element of convenience entered the sampling procedures 
discussed here in that data were collected at three different higher education 
institutions (HEIs), where the researcher had a number of personal acquaintances that 
showed interest in the study and facilitated access to students. However, subjects were 
not drawn in the sample simply because they just happened to be available to receive 
the administration of the research instrument. Rather, the choice of subjects aimed at 
maximising the variety of sampled respondents.
This approach to purposefully selecting people (or settings, organisations) for a study 
was popularised by Glaser and Strauss (1967) and, in various reformulations, provides 
a foundation for the distinct approach to sample design known as maximum variation 
sampling. Maximum variation sampling provides the researcher with a method by 
which the variability characteristic of random selection can be addressed, while 
recognising that the goal of a study is not generalisability (Maykut and Morehouse,
Methodology II: The Main Survey 178
1994). Indeed, the purpose here was not to build a random sample, but rather to select 
settings and persons that the researcher thought represented the range of experience on 
the phenomenon under investigation. Following this, questionnaires were collected 
from 303 students registered in tourism programmes of study at three different 
institutions: a well established pre-1992 university, a post-1992 university, and a 
university college. Both undergraduate and postgraduate courses were represented, 
the student populations of which covered a range of demographic and educational 
characteristics (see Chapter 6). The key point to note about the large sample size 
reported here is that this was required for the purposes of factor analysis, employed for 
the identification of factors underlying students’ evaluations of university teaching.
With respect to the population of teachers from which the survey sought information, 
this was defined as those tourism lecturers teaching on tourism programmes in HEIs in 
the UK. No data exist on the total size or characteristics of the target population and 
this posed problems for data collection. As a result, the sampling frame for this 
population was produced from more than one source. A list of eligible institutions was 
obtained initially from the relevant work of Johnson (1997). Additional institutions 
teaching tourism were identified by using UCAS statistics (2002). From these, a list of 
eligible tourism teachers was compiled using the researcher’s own knowledge and 
other expert knowledge. These individuals were located and used as informants by 
engaging them in snowball sampling. In snowball sampling researchers identify a small 
number of individuals who have the characteristics in which they are interested. These 
people are then asked to identify others who qualify for inclusion and these, in turn, 
identify yet others (the same process applies to this study) -  hence the term snowball 
sampling. However, this process still left significant gaps where individuals could not 
be pinpointed. For the purpose of this case, information acquired from The Tourism 
Society Membership Directory 2002 and from websites was used to make the list more 
comprehensive. The final list of the target population totalled 200 tourism teachers 
from 52 HEIs.
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Having identified the sampling strategy adopted for the purposes of this research, the 
discussion turns to the important topic of questionnaire planning. Questionnaires tend 
to be “one offs”. In general, researchers do not have the time or resources to repeat 
pieces of research which involve the use of questionnaires; nor do they have the 
opportunity to make amendments and collections to the questionnaire once it has been 
printed and distributed. And the vast majority of respondents are likely to be less than 
sympathetic to a plea from the researcher to fill in the questionnaire a second time in 
order to overcome a mistake in the first version. There is, therefore, a great pressure 
to get it right first time.
Bearing this in mind, the successful use of questionnaires depends on devoting the right 
balance of effort to the planning stage, rather than rushing too early into distributing 
the questionnaire. Within the context of this study, this was approached through the 
establishment of a framework of planning issues. These were arranged into four main 
areas: (a) question types; (b) questionnaire content; (c) sequencing the questions; and 
(d) approach to respondents. Each of these topics is discussed below under its own 
heading. (Copies of the two questionnaires used in this survey appear in Appendices 
B.3 and B.4.)
5.5.2.1 Question types
Broadly speaking, most questions are either “open” or “closed” (see Oppenheim, 1992; 
Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000; Fife-Schaw, 2000; Bryman, 2001). A closed or 
pre-coded question is one in which only answers which fit into categories that have 
been established in advance by the researcher are allowed. The researcher, in this case, 
instructs the respondent to answer by selecting from a range of options supplied on the 
questionnaire. The options can be restricted to as few as two or can include quite 
complex lists of alternatives from which the respondent can choose (referred to 
respectively as dichotomous and multiple-choice questions).
Open questions are not followed by any kind of choice, and the respondent is given 
freedom to decide the aspect, form, detail and length of his answer. In the case of a
5.5.2 Approaching the planning o f the questionnaire
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self-completion questionnaire, the amount of space or the number of lines provided for 
the answer will partly determine the richness and fullness of the obtained responses. 
Generally, the questions tend to be short and the answers tend to be long.
The chief advantage of the open question is that the information gathered by way of 
the responses is more likely to reflect the full richness and complexity of the views held 
by the respondent. Respondents are allowed space to express themselves in their own 
words. In this sense, open questions put the responsibility for and ownership of the 
data much more firmly into the respondent’s hands. However, open questions do have 
their drawbacks. First, they require greater effort from the respondents. Respondents 
are likely to write for much longer than would be the case for a comparable closed 
question (which might well reduce their willingness to take part in the research). 
Second, they leave the researcher with data which are quite “raw” and require a lot of 
time-consuming analysis before they can be used. As a rule, a classification process 
known as post-coding (to distinguish it from pre-coding) is employed, which requires 
drawing up some system of categories. The design of such systems entails reading 
through answers for each open question, deriving themes that can be employed to form 
the basis for codes (i.e. numbers), and then going through the answers again so that 
they can be coded for entry into a computer spreadsheet. However, in addition to 
being time-consuming, post-coding can be an unreliable process, because it can 
introduce the possibility of variability in the coding of answers (an open-ended 
response can be misinterpreted by the researcher) and therefore of measurement error 
(and hence lack of validity and comparability).
The advantages and disadvantages of the closed question are more or less a mirror 
image of those connected with the open, unstructured approach. In a nutshell, the 
main advantage is that the structure imposed on the respondents’ answers provides the 
researcher with information which is of uniform length and in a form that lends itself 
nicely to being quantified and compared. The answers, in fact, provide pre-coded data 
that can be easily analysed, saving time and money. Weighed against this, however, 
there are two disadvantages which are built into the use of closed questions. First, 
there is a loss of spontaneity in respondents’ answers. There is always the possibility 
that they might come up with interesting replies that are not covered by the range of
Methodology II: The Main Survey 181
options supplied in the questionnaire. Second, and largely as a result of the first 
disadvantage, closed questions may be irritating to respondents when they feel that the 
choice of answers fails to do justice to their own ideas.
Following the above discussion, it was decided that the overall questionnaire would 
benefit from using closed questions. This offered a number of advantages for the 
purposes of this survey. First, the straightforward quantification of pre-coded data 
was well suited to the essentially quantitative nature of this investigation. Open-ended 
responses simply do not lend themselves to easy numerical analysis in the same way 
that closed response formats do. Although it is possible to turn such responses into 
numbers, this process is very time-consuming and the researcher might be in danger of 
violating one principle of word-based data, which is that they are not validly 
susceptible to aggregation -  i.e. that it is trying to bring to word-based data the 
principles of numerical data (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000). Moreover, if one 
tries to analyse open-ended responses with recourse to numbers, then it could be 
argued that the questionnaire should have used closed questions in the first place 
(ibid.).
Second, by using a “closed” approach the researcher ensured that the results of the 
different groups taking part in the study could readily be compared and that all 
respondents had considered the same universe of content before giving their replies. In 
this way it had advantages over open response formats; with the latter it is unlikely that 
responses will bear such a degree of similarity to each other to enable them to be 
aggregated too tightly. From this it follows that open-ended questions would have 
made it difficult for the researcher to make comparisons between respondents, as there 
might have been little in common to compare.
Finally, because closed-ended formats are less time-consuming for respondents to 
complete, this meant that more questions could be asked within a given length of time 
and that more could be accomplished with the available resources. Completing open 
questions would have taken much longer than placing a tick in pre-coded categories; 
not only would time have been a constraint here, but many respondents might have 
been put off by the prospect of having to write extensively, which might have
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exacerbated the potential problem of low response bias associated with self-completion 
questionnaires.
5.5.2.2 Questionnaire content
The content of many questionnaires can conveniently be divided into two components: 
“objective” and “subjective”. The first of these certainly need to be printed in 
quotation marks, since there is a point of view according to which all social facts are 
social constructs. Nevertheless, it often makes sense to distinguish between, on the 
one hand, the approximately objective, factual variables, such as age, gender, 
occupation and so on, and, on the other hand, the variables that result from asking the 
respondent for a subjective reaction: an opinion on a social issue or something of the 
sort. This latter component is often referred to as attitudinal. There are also questions 
dealing with motivation and knowledge questions (Oppenheim, 1992), but the 
methodological points of the content of this questionnaire survey will emerge if we 
consider factual and attitude questions.
Factual questions do not require much in the way of judgement or personal attitudes 
on the part of respondents; after all, they are questions to which there must be a ‘True” 
answer (Denscombe, 2003). From the perspective of the researcher, the chief 
difficulties with factual questions are to ensure that the respondents understand 
precisely what facts are wanted, and for questions dealing with the past that they are 
able to recall the required information accurately (Moser and Kalton, 1971). In 
considering any factual question, then, it is wise to ask oneself whether the questions 
are practicable: it is no good asking respondents a question about something they do 
not understand or about events too long ago for them to remember accurately. But it 
must be said that in most cases, the chances of respondents misunderstanding the 
question, not understanding it at all, or not possessing the knowledge necessary for 
giving a correct answer are much slighter than with attitude questions (ibid.).
In the context of this survey, factual questions were used with the purpose of obtaining 
personal information about the respondents, which might explain possible within- 
sample differences as regards the attitudinal component of the questionnaire: for
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example, age being associated with certain views of teaching held by respondents. 
Toward this end, the researcher identified a number of student and teacher 
characteristics that have been found to affect the teaching evaluation process and asked 
the respondents to provide personal information about these. This section of the 
questionnaire (which is different for the two populations of this study) was based upon 
some of the most frequently studied and/or the most important background 
characteristics that have consistently appeared across a large body of relevant studies 
(see Aubrect, 1981; Feldman, 1976a, 1976b, 1977, 1978, 1979, 1983; Marsh, 1983, 
1984,1987; McKeachie, 1973,1979; Husbands, 1996). These are listed below:
(A) STUDENT BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS:
(1) Institution (2) Course
(3) Gender (4) Age
(5) Course level (6) Year of study
(7) Mode of study (8) Average grade/class of degree
(9) English as a first language
(B) TEACHER BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS:
(1) Gender (2) Age
(3) Academic rank (4) Mode of employment
(5) Academic discipline (6) Years teaching experience
(7) Years teaching experience in HE
For purposes of clarity questions were kept short and every effort was made to use 
familiar words. Only one question for the student group (average grade/class of 
degree) and two for the teacher group (years teaching experience, years teaching 
experience in higher education) involved an element of reliance on respondents’ 
memory. However, because the information required for answering these questions 
could be easily accessed by respondents (i.e. from student records, curriculum vitae), 
the researcher reasonably expected them to give accurate answers. Figure 5.1 
illustrates examples of factual questions used in the two questionnaire surveys (see 
Appendices B.3 and B.4 for the full versions of these sections).
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Figure 5.1 Examples of factual questions
Student background information
2 Which of the following age groups do you fall into?
Under 20 □
20-25 □
More than 25 □
3 What type of course are you enrolled in?
Undergraduate □
Postgraduate □
4 Which year are you in?
First □ Third a
Second □ Fourth □
Teacher background information
3 Please indicate your position.
Lecturer □ Reader □
Senior Lecturer □ Professor □
Principal Lecturer □ Other (olease S D ec ifv ) :
4 Are you employed in the Institution full-time or part-time?
Full-time □
Part-time □
5 As an academic, to which discipline do you feel most closely related?
In settling the attitudinal content of the questionnaire (which is similar for the two 
groups of the study) the problems of design were much more fundamental. Though we 
would not venture into the psychologist’s territory and discuss concepts of opinion and 
attitude in any significant detail, some attempt must be made to explain why the study 
of attitudes is basically so much more troublesome than that of facts. With attitude 
questions the respondents are required to reveal information about feelings, to express 
values, to weigh up alternatives, etc. in a way that calls for a judgement about things 
rather than the mere reporting of facts (Denscombe, 2003). It follows from this that 
attitude questions deal essentially with states of mind, rather than with events in the 
outside world, and are therefore more difficult to measure and produce less reliable 
results (Oppenheim, 1992). The distinction between factual and attitude questions has 
important implications for questionnaire construction. In the case of factual questions 
the researcher can, quite often, rely on just a handful of questions (about age, gender,
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employment status, income and so forth) (Simmons, 2001). An attitude, percept or 
belief is however, likely to be more complex and multi-faceted than an issue of fact, 
and so it has to be approached from a number of different angles (see Clark et al., 
1998). They are also much more sensitive to bias by wording, by response sets, by 
prestige and by contextual effects. For all these reasons, which have been confirmed 
many times by empirical findings (see, for example, Crowne and Mariowes, 1964; 
Crandall, 1973; Smith, 1990) it is most unwise to rely on single (or just a few) 
questions when dealing with non-faetual topics as attitudes, and the researcher needs 
to adopt the multiple-question or attitude scaling approach.
Attitude scales consist of from half-a-dozen to two dozen or more attitude statements, 
for each of which the respondents are asked to place themselves on an attitude 
continuum within the parameters of contrasting poles (for example, agree-disagree, 
favourable-unfavourable, good-bad and so on) (Oppenheim, 1992; Clark et a l 1998). 
Since so much depends on the way the issue is put into words, a single item or a single 
question is often unreliable and, because it usually approaches an attitude from one 
particular direction only, may give rather one-sided results (Oppenheim, 1966). Thus, 
agreement that the statement “Uses examples from the tourist industry” represents the 
characteristics of an expert academic in tourism can hardly, by itself, be a reliable index 
of the respondent’s broader attitudes towards academic expertise in the field, since 
their agreement may be due to personal circumstances; but by having many items the 
effects of one-sided responses can be reduced. However, more important than the 
number of attitude statements used is the fact that they have been scaled: they have 
been selected and put together from a much larger number of attitude statements 
according to certain statistical procedures (ibid.). In the present context, this process 
of item generation has been conducted by means of the Q-sort tests (see Chapter 4). 
Because of this, the statements retained for this part of the study should not be judged 
at their face value; they are the outcome of a process of item analysis and represent a 
synthesis of all the preliminary thought and work described in Chapters 2, 3 and 4.
There are a large number of methods of constructing attitudes scales -  Osgood 
semantic differential scales, Likert scales, Thurstone scales, Gutmann scaling. One 
might ask why more than one method is needed. This has come about because
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different research workers have developed methods of scale-construction in which they 
have laid particular stress on specific aspects of investigation and specific kinds of 
problems, and have paid less attention to others (Oppenheim, 1992). There does not 
seem to be a method that combines the advantages of them all, and it is therefore very 
important that the researcher understands their respective aims and research orientation 
(see Kerlinger, 1992; Oppenheim, 1992). Thus, if one wishes to study attitude 
patterning or to explore theories of attitudes, then probably the semantic differential 
and Likert scales might be preferable. If one is studying group differences, then they 
will probably elect to use Thurstone scales. If one wishes to study attitude change or 
the hierarchical structure of an attitude, then Guttman scaling will be the most useful 
procedure. It follows that for the present purpose of uncovering the nature of 
underlying patterns among a large number of variables, the semantic differential and 
Likert procedures seemed to be the most relevant methods (Q-statements can be scaled 
by any of the conventional scaling methods).
More specifically, the retained teaching ability items (see Appendix A.5) were scaled 
using the Osgood semantic differential method. The semantic differential was 
developed as a quantitative measure of meaning on subjective dimensions (Downs,
1978). It is thus well-suited to the essentially subjective process of teaching evaluation 
investigated here. Indeed, Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum (1957), the pioneers of this 
technique, suggest that semantic differential scales are particularly appropriate to 
evaluative contexts. Moreover, measures with semantic differential scales have been 
shown to create variance that is necessary for examining the relationships among items 
and create adequate alpha (internal consistency) reliability estimates (ibid.). The 
semantic differential usually takes the form of a five- or seven-point bipolar adjective 
scale, but a number of different forms are commonly used. These forms usually differ 
according to the number of points on the scales, and the degree and type of labelling of 
these points (see, for example, Downs, 1978; Friedman, Friedman and Gluck, 1988).
For the purposes of this inquiry the semantic differential operated by putting adjectives 
of a positive quality at both ends of the scale (excellent/competent). These were 
similar with the response categories used in the TAQ and in line with the positive 
nature of the retained Q-statements. In this study, a five-point semantic differential
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Figure 5.2 The semantic differential scale
S e c t i o n  B  - T e a c h i n g  a b i l i t y
Please read the statements below and indicate the extent to which in your opinion they are 
associated with the behaviour of an excellent teacher In tourism or with that of a competent 
teacher in tourism. As a guide in answering this question: An excellent teacher is one who goes 
well beyond the levels of competence expected for effective delivery to students. A competent 
teacher is one who demonstrates the normal levels of competence expected for effective delivery. 
Please tick one box for each statement.
1 The teacher maintains a friendly classroom atmosphere
but maintains the authority of the teacher Excellent O □ □ □ □ Competent
2 The teacher prepares students for employment Excellent O □ □ □ □ Competent
3 The teacher adapts lecture content to the perceived 
ability of students Excellent O □ □ □ □ Competent
was employed, mainly because scoring systems using more points have sometimes been 
found to be less easily understood by respondents (Holmes, 1974; Menezies and Elbert
1979). These five positions were given simple weights of 5-1 for scoring purposes. 
Respondents were asked to indicate on the scale by putting a tick on that position 
which most represented what they felt. Instructions to the respondents also offered 
definitions for the evaluative concepts used in the scale. The reason for this was that 
because usually in semantic differential scales evaluative concepts are expressed by 
opposite words, there was a concern that respondents might interpret the term 
“competent” in a negative way. Given that all statements in the scale were of a 
positive quality, this would have run the risk of response bias -  respondents selecting 
the “excellent” response category to the set of items independent of their content. The 
definitions were based on Elton’s (1996) work on the criteria for teaching competence 
and teaching excellence in higher education. (See Figure 5.2 for the instructions to 
respondents and examples of the semantic differential scale.)
With respect to the teacher knowledge item pool, scaling was undertaken with the use 
of the Likert procedure (named after its deviser, Rensis Likert, 1932). Like the 
semantic differential, Likert scales are particularly appropriate when the dimensions to 
be measured are subjective and the researcher is reasonably confident that they actually 
exist (Szivas, 1997). The methodological circumstances of this study fit this profile.
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Figure 5.3 The Likert scale
S e c t i o n  C  - T e a c h e r  k n o w l e d g e
Please read the statements below and indicate your level of agreement or disagreement according 
to whether in your opinion they represent the characteristics of an expert academic in tourism. 
Please tick one box for each statement.
Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
agree nor disagree disagree
1 Emphasises that 'one way1 is correct □ □ □ □ □
2 Uses examples from the tourist industry □ □ □ □ □
3 Uses theory from more than one discipline □ □ □ □ □
As indicated in Chapter 4, the dimensions for the evaluation of teaching are advanced 
from a subjective position of self-reference (see section 4.5). Moreover, the results of 
the TKQ provided provisional evidence that the investigated dimensions exist. A 
Likert-type scale consists of a series of declarative statements. Subjects are asked to 
indicate whether they agree or disagree with each statement. Commonly, five options 
are provided: “strongly agree”, “agree”, “neither agree nor disagree”, “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree”. Other Likert scales include four or six steps rather than five, 
excluding the “neither agree nor disagree” position. It is also important to note that 
the reliability of scales developed with this procedure tends to be good (a reliability 
coefficient of .85 is often achieved) and is often higher than that corresponding to 
other scales (Lissitz and Green, 1975; Oppenheim, 1992; Hinkin, Tracey and Enz, 
1997).
The scale reported here was designed to measure the extent to which respondents 
believed that the teacher knowledge statements (see Appendix A.5) represented the 
characteristics of an expert academic in tourism. For purposes of response 
consistency, a five-point Likert scale was employed. As regards the scoring of the 
scale, statements were scored 5 for “strongly agree”, down to 1 for “strongly 
disagree”. The Likert scale was preferred over the semantic differential (i.e. 
expert/novice) for two reasons. First, uncertainty about the term “novice academic” in 
the first round of the TKQ (some respondents had interpreted this as a negative term) 
meant that its use as an evaluative concept at the one end of a semantic differential 
scale might have introduced response bias in the case that survey participants also
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perceived the term as being negative (recall that TKQ statements, in much the same 
way as TAQ statements, were of a positive quality). Second, this problematic matter 
could not be resolved by providing definitions to respondents as in the case of the 
teaching ability scale. This was because concepts related to expertise are too complex 
to be reduced to a single definition (Welker, 1992; Squires, 1999). By way of 
illustration, Figure 5.3 sets out the instructions and examples of the Likert scale.
Though attitude scales are powerful and usefiil in research, the researcher, 
nevertheless, needs to be aware of their limitations. In this connection, there are a 
number of cautionary factors about attitude scales, be they semantic differential scales 
or Likert scales (Oppenheim, 1966, 1992; Szivas, 1997):
• There is no assumption of equal intervals between the categories, hence a rating of 
4 indicates neither that it is twice as powerful as 2 nor that it is twice as strongly 
felt. One cannot infer that the intensity of feeling in the Likert scale between 
“strongly agree” and “agree” somehow matches the intensity of feeling between 
“strongly disagree” and “disagree”. These are illegitimate inferences. This being 
so, it has been argued that two or more identical scores may have totally different 
meanings. Often, for this reason, the pattern of responses becomes more interesting 
than the total score. The problem of equal intervals has been addressed in 
Thurstone scales (Thurstone and Chave, 1929).
• Since the scales offer no interval measures the researcher does not know whether 
scores in the middle ranges change from mildly positive to mildly negative. Also in 
relation to this, it must be agreed that the neutral point of the scales is not 
necessarily the midpoint between the two extreme scale scores. Moreover, scores 
in the middle region could be due to lack of knowledge or lack of interest in the 
respondents -  or to the presence of both strongly positive and strongly negative 
responses which would more or less balance each other.
• There is no way of knowing if the respondent might have wished to add any other 
comments about the issue under investigation. It might have been the case that 
there was something far more pressing about the issue than the attitude scale 
included but which was condemned to silence for want of a category. Put simply, 
no individual emotions can be actually identified.
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In practice, if we remember that equal score intervals do not permit us to make 
assertions about the equality of underlying attitude differences and that such 
instruments cannot be expected to provide us with subtle insights in an individual case, 
the semantic differential and Likert-type scales tend to perform very well when it 
comes to a reliable, rough ordering of people with regard to a particular attitude 
(Oppenheim, 1992). Apart from their relative ease of construction, these scales also 
have two other advantages for the purposes of this study. First, they combine the 
opportunity for differentiation of response with the ability to determine frequencies, 
correlations and other forms of quantitative analysis (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 
2000). Second, the analysis of the scales developed with these procedures can follow 
the factor model described below in section 5.6.4 (ibid.).
5.5.23 Sequencing the questions
The order of the questions in a questionnaire, to some extent, is a function of the target 
sample (e.g. how they will react to certain questions), the purposes of the 
questionnaire (e.g. to gather facts or attitudes), the sensitivity of the research (e.g. how 
personal are the issues that will be addressed), and the overall balance of the 
questionnaire (e.g. where best to place sensitive questions in relation to less 
threatening questions) (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000).
The ordering of the questionnaire is important for two reasons. First and foremost, 
early questions may set the tone of, or the mind-set of the respondent to, the later 
questions (Denscombe, 2003). For example, a questionnaire that makes a respondent 
irritated early on is unlikely to have managed to enable that respondent’s irritation to 
subside by the end of the questionnaire. Similarly, a question that strikes respondents 
as inconsiderate may affect not only their reply to that particular question but also their 
attitude to the next few questions and to the survey as a whole.
The second way in which the ordering of questions can be important is that it can 
entice or deter the respondent from continuing with the exercise of providing answers 
(Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000; Simmons, 2001; Denscombe, 2003). If the 
respondent is immediately faced with the most complex of the questions at the start of
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the questionnaire, this might deter him or her from going any further. However, if the 
questionnaire starts with straightforward questions and then gradually moves to such 
questions at a later stage, there is a greater likelihood that the respondent will 
persevere. As Oppenheim remarks (1992, p. 121) each question has a covert function: 
to motivate the respondent to continue to cooperate.
Given this initial perspective on the ordering of the questionnaire, the completion of 
the questionnaire in this particular survey was seen as a learning process in which 
respondents became more at home with the task as they proceeded. Initial questions 
were therefore simple and could be readily answered. This was aimed at building up 
the confidence and motivation of the respondent. The following sections moved 
towards more complex questions. More specifically, the sequence of the 
questionnaires was:
1. to commence with unthreatening factual questions (that provided the researcher 
with some nominal data about the samples, e.g. age group, gender, etc.);
2. to move to questions about given statements, eliciting responses that required 
attitudes.
The move was from objective facts to subjective attitudes. However, it is important to 
note that in reality the ordering is neither as discrete nor as straightforward. For 
example, the apparently innocuous question about academic position might have been 
offensive to some respondents, and the question about average grade was unlikely to 
go down well with a student who expected higher-than-achieved grades. What is 
being argued here is that the questionnaire designer has to anticipate the sensitivity of 
the questions in terms of the respondents, and this has a large psychological dimension: 
in designing questionnaires it is not merely important for us to look at things from the 
respondents’ point of view but we must also make them feel that we are doing so 
(Oppenheim, 1992). This can be achieved by approaching respondents in a way that 
gives them a general feeling that they are being treated not in an adversarial manner, 
but with respect and consideration.
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It is frequently suggested that it is important for the researcher to gain the respondents’ 
cooperation and to motivate them to respond to the questionnaire. This means that 
veiy quickly a relationship must be established that encourages the respondent to want 
to participate in the questionnaire (Bryman, 2001). Unless an element of cooperation 
can be established, some respondents may initially agree to participate in the research 
but then decide to terminate their participation because of the length of time required 
to complete the questionnaire or perhaps because of the nature of the questions being 
asked (Oppenheim, 1992). The ways in which we approach respondents are therefore 
of paramount importance.
It was earlier noted that data from students were collected at three different HEIs in 
the UK. However, educational institutions are (like many organisations) very sensitive 
to the presence and activities of social researchers. Institutional authorities have 
special responsibilities to the students and, moreover, some institutions in recent years 
have been overrun by researchers (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000). It was 
important, therefore, for the researcher to take particular* care when seeking access to 
the samples of students.
For a start, even though the researcher knew some teachers in the participating 
institutions, access to students was sought by gaining official permission to undertake 
the research in the target communities. The advice of Festinger and Katz (1966) is 
particularly apposite in this connection:
"... there is real economy in going to the very top of the organisation in question 
to obtain assent and cooperation. It is likely that the nature of the research will be 
referred to the top of the organisation sooner or later, and that there is a much 
better chance for a favourable decision if leaders are consulted at the outset”.
(cited in Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000, p. 55)
This meant contacting, in person or in writing, the concerned institutional Ethics 
Committees, seeking permission for an approach to be made to the teachers of the 
relevant tourism departments in order to conduct research among their students. The 
researcher also submitted copies of the measuring instrument to be employed for
5.5.2A Approach to respondents
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approval. When approval was given in principle to the researcher to approach 
individual teachers, a promise of the confidentiality of any data obtained was made. 
This confidentiality applied to the responses of individual students and the names of 
participating institutions, none of whom is identified in any part of this thesis.
The timing of the fieldwork in the study was also an important issue for the researcher; 
the institutions and teachers, too, wanted to know how much classroom time the study 
would require. In this case, access did not present quite such a problem for this was a 
one-off survey, requiring respondents to give up half-an-hour of their time. In 
particular, the self-completion questionnaire was issued at the end of class contact time 
to groups of respondents by the researcher or by someone in an official position 
(teachers). The purpose of the inquiry was explained and students were ensured that 
no individual data would be made available to anyone but the researcher 
(confidentiality). This method of data-collection ensured a high response rate while 
maintaining the respondents’ cooperation by providing necessary explanation (in a non­
directive way) and giving the benefit of personal contact. Data collection took place 
between October 2002 and February 2003.
As regards the survey with teachers, this was undertaken with the use of a postal 
questionnaire (the geographically dispersed nature of the sample meant that 
questionnaires could not be presented to the respondents in person due to constraints 
over finance and resources). Obviously, since there was no one present to see to the 
administration of the questionnaire, it was not possible to gain the respondents’ 
cooperation by offering obvious visual cues of friendliness (e.g. smiling, maintaining 
good eye contact) or by giving help where needed. However, this does not mean 
altogether that in the case of postal questionnaires no cooperation can be established. 
As Oppenheim (1992, p. 103) argues in this regard, “in a sense, a ghost person is still 
present because the respondent may conjure up an image or a stereotype of the kind of 
person who might have sent the questionnaire”. In other words, the respondents 
interact with the questions and may “project” some kind of person “behind” them, and 
this may be an opportunity for motivating them to persist with the questionnaire.
This can be achieved both by avoiding defects and by creating positives. Politeness 
was a key factor here: instead of staccato phrases such as “academic position”,
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“gender”, and so on, the researcher stated questions in full Moreover, a covering 
letter was included as part of the questionnaire (see Appendix B.l), providing 
prospective respondents with a rationale for the research in which they were asked to 
participate and for giving up their valuable time. This covering letter also introduced 
the researcher (together with an invitation to feel free to contact him for further 
clarification or details), explained why the recipient was selected, provided guarantees 
of confidentiality, and gave the date by which the questionnaire needed to be returned 
(four weeks from the distribution date). Following the advice of Verma and Mallick 
(1999) all letters were personalised, avoiding “Dear Madam/Ms/Sir” etc., and replacing 
these with exact names. Courtesy also suggested that a note of thanks from the 
researcher appeared right at the end of the questionnaire. All questionnaires were 
accompanied by a stamped addressed envelope (rather than a business reply envelope) 
for the respondents’ reply (“real” stamps are alleged to indicate trust and, therefore, to 
make respondents feel valued (Oppenheim, 1992)).
Another way of maximising respondents’ cooperation is by making the questionnaire 
and the answering process more attractive (Verma and Mallick, 1999; Bryman, 2001). 
With these intentions in mind, the layout of the questionnaire was carefully considered 
(the same layout was also adopted for the student survey). Clear instructions guided 
respondents: Please tick one box for each statement. Putting ticks in boxes by way of 
answering a questionnaire is familiar to most respondents, whereas requests to circle 
pre-coded numbers at the right-hand side of the questionnaire can be a source of 
confusion and error (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000). The same method of 
answering questions was consistent throughout. In the interests of clarity and logic the 
questionnaire was broken down into subsections with section headings. This also 
indicated the overall logic and coherence of the questionnaire to the respondents, 
enabling them to “find their way” through the questionnaire. The contents of the 
questionnaire were arranged in such a way as to maximise cooperation (see section 
5.5.2.3). Finally, the chosen font for the document was attractive and easy to read 
(Arial) and a range of sizes was used to make instructions and questions clear to the 
respondent. The first wave of questionnaires was mailed in October 2002 and a 
follow-up letter was sent to those who did not reply at first four weeks after the initial 
mailing (see Appendix B.2). A third contact was avoided since this would have meant
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a December mailing out, when there is a great danger of questionnaires being lost in 
the welter of Christmas postings in the western world (ibid.). Following a small pilot 
exercise undertaken with 5 postgraduate students drawn from the pre-1992 university 
taking part in the study, no amendments to the questionnaire were required (the results 
of the pilot study are not reported here).
5.6 Forms of analysis
Having obtained data from completed questionnaires, the next stage of the resear ch 
was to reduce the obtained mass of data to a form suitable for analysis. The primary 
task of data reduction is coding, that is, assigning a code number to each answer. 
Given that the questionnaire consisted (almost) entirely of “closed”, pre-coded 
questions and some scales, the process of assigning numerical values to response 
categories was straightforward: male 1, female 2; or lecturer 1, senior lecturer 2, 
principal lecturer 3, etc. The Likert scale ranging from strongly agree to agree, then 
uncertain, followed by disagree and strongly disagree was entered as 5, 4, 3, 2, 1. The 
five positions of the semantic differential were given codes of 5-1 
(excellence/competence). Data-entry of each completed questionnaire then took place 
at the computer keyboard (the SPSS® software package was used for processing the 
questionnaire survey data) and all entries were double-checked for clerical mistakes. It 
then became possible to proceed with the statistical analysis of the data.
5.6.1 Measures of central tendency and dispersion
The method of analysis adopted for this research made use of both measures of central 
tendency and dispersion. The concept of central tendency refers to the “average” or 
“most typical” value of a distribution (Kerlinger, 1992). While the overall aim is to 
produce a single number that best represents the “centre” or “level” of a batch of data 
there are a number of different ways of doing this. The three most common measures 
of central tendency, and the ones adopted in the context of this study, are: the mean, 
the median, and the mode. Which of these was chosen depended primarily on the 
purposes of the analysis. Hence, while the mean was the most used average in this 
research, the median (the midmost measure of a set of measures) and the mode (the
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most frequent measure) were sometimes usefifi. For instance, all three measures of 
central tendency were used to assess the extent to which the distribution of data 
conformed to the familiar “bell-shaped” curve known as the normal distribution.
Statistical measures of dispersion are a logical complement to measures of central 
tendency in any description of data (Denscombe, 2003). The term dispersion indicates 
the variation or spread in the values of a variable (Clark et al., 1998). When the values 
are widely spread the dispersion is large and when they are narrowly spread the 
dispersion is small. Measures of dispersion differ from measures of central tendency in 
the following way (Perry, 1990). Central tendency reports an average or typical value 
of a distribution. Measures of dispersion indicate the extent to which scores in the 
distribution deviate from this typical value. It is important to have this information 
when examining distributions because, as we have seen, data which have veiy different 
spreads could still have the same average (Oppenheim, 1992). Therefore, the 
researcher could not rely on measures of central tendency alone to describe 
distributions. The description of distributions were made more comprehensive by 
looking at measures of dispersion such as the variance and the standard deviation (SD).
5.6.2 Statistical tests for difference
The starting point for the present discussion is a research procedure which is applied 
automatically in empirical research. Whenever an investigator finds himself or herself 
faced with two or more samples they immediately start to investigate whether these 
samples come from the same population, or, put another way, whether or not a 
significant difference exists between their means (Lazarsfeld and Rosenberg, 1955). 
This is where statistical tests of significance prove to be of enormous benefit.
Prior to conducting a statistical test it is necessary to establish what is known as a null 
hypothesis. This is referred to as Hq and the alternative as H\. In effect, the researcher 
sets up a hypothesis (or makes a statement) which the test then challenges. When 
stating a null hypothesis, the normal procedure is to start by assuming no difference or 
change really exists (Clark et al., 1998). For instance, in the context of the survey of
Methodology 11: The Main Survey 197
students we may state the null hypothesis (Ho) as being that no real difference exists 
between male and female students in their evaluation of teaching ability.
The value of statistical tests is that they help the researcher to decide whether or not 
the null hypothesis is true, or more precisely, whether or not it should be accepted. 
Typically, statistical tests do so by providing an estimate of the probability that any 
differences we find between two or more sets of data are due to chance (see 
Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996; Clark et al., 1998). Within the conventions of statistics, 
it is held that where the probability is greater than 1 in 20 (p > 0.05), the null 
hypothesis should be accepted. If, on the other hand, it is estimated that there is a 
probability of less than 1 in 20 (p < 0.05), then the researcher can say, with some 
degree of confidence, that a difference does exist or a change has occurred (the 
apparent difference is deemed to be statistically significant). The following tests of 
significance were undertaken for the purposes of this study:
• Independent samples t-test- Also known as the student’s t-test, the independent 
samples t-test was used to evaluate the differences in means between two groups. 
The null hypothesis was that the difference between means was zero (jii = p2). The 
model underlying the use of a t-test assumes that the data have been derived from 
normal distributions with equal variance. If these conditions were not met, the 
non-parametric alternative of the independent samples t-test (the Mann-Whitney 
test) was used.
• One-way analysis o f variance (One-way ANOVA) -  The one-way ANOVA was the 
method used to test a hypothesis about differences between more than two groups 
(means) that differed on one independent variable. When there are more than two 
means, it is incorrect to compare each mean with each other mean using t-tests 
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). In this case, the null hypothesis took the form pi = 
p2 = p-3 = = Pn, where N is the total number of groups. When the data were
unsuitable for ANOVA (as when there was a marked heterogeneity of variance, or 
the data were highly skewed), the non-parametric equivalent of the one-way 
ANOVA was used (the Kruskal-Wallis test). Moreover, because when analyses 
involving multiple comparisons are made the chance of obtaining a statistic that 
will be interpreted as significant increases (Szivas, 1997), the Bonferroni test was
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applied to get around this problem. This test adjusts the probability level used to 
signify a significant statistic based on the number of treatment means (Hammond, 
2000). Statistics are then described as significant in relation to this adjusted 
probability level.
5.6.3 Scale analysis
A number of methods were employed for the process of examining the scaled data.
This included five statistics dealing with the relationship between the individual items
of the scales and the items as a set. More specifically, the following were calculated:
• Scale mean i f  item deleted -  This is the mean the scale scores would have if the 
particular item were deleted from the scale. The number was computed by 
subtracting the average score for the item from the scale mean.
• Corrected item-total correlations -  This is the Pearson correlation coefficient 
between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the 
remaining items.
• Squared multiple correlations (SMCs) -  Each item was regressed upon the 
remaining items in the set making up a scale and the squared multiple correlation 
coefficient was computed in order to screen for variables with multicollinearity or 
singularity.
• Cronbach’s alpha -  This is a method for estimating the reliability of a scale by 
examining its internal consistency (see section 5.6.4). This is based on the principle 
that each part of the scale should be consistent with all other parts. As it would be 
expected with a procedure designed to estimate internal consistency, alpha is related 
to the average of all the inter-item correlations. The higher the correlations 
between the items, the greater the internal consistency. This makes sense if we 
assume that all the items are indicators of a common characteristic. Thus each item 
must have variance in common with all the other variables. In other words, the 
reliability of a scale is related to the homogeneity of the items with each other. A 
Cronbach alpha of .70 or higher is considered moderate in education and the social 
sciences (Nunnally, 1967). Ideally we would like to see a measure in the .80s to 
.90s.
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• Alpha if  item deleted -  This lists what the overall alpha would be for the scale if the 
item in question were deleted. This was computed in order to measure the effect of 
individual items on the reliability of the scale.
5.6.4 Reliability assessment
In the preceding section the concept of reliability was discussed in veiy general terms. 
This section deals more specifically with the process of assessing the reliability of the 
scales used in this research. Reliability is essentially a synonym for consistency 
(Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000). The researcher needs to be sure that the 
measuring instrument will behave in a fashion which is consistent with itself; that a very 
high proportion of the score on every occasion is due to the underlying scale variable, 
with a minimum of error (Oppenheim, 1992). Put simply, if differences are found 
between readings on the same instrument on two separate occasions, the researcher 
must be sure that these are genuine differences in the subject of measurement, and not 
differences which could be attributed to inconsistencies in the measuring instrument.
Reliability may be measured in several ways: (i) by repeatedly administering the scale 
to the same sample within a short period (test-retest reliability). However, this may 
produce resistance, as well as practice effect -  in a sense, it will no longer mean that 
the “same” test is being administered under the “same” conditions (ibid., p. 160). To 
avoid these problems, the researcher adopted (ii) the internal consistency method and 
its variant, (iii) the split-half method, both usually associated with Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient (see section 5.6.3).
The internal consistency method rests firmly on classical scaling theoiy (see 
Oppenheim, 1992; Clark et al., 1998). If the scale is expected to measure a single 
underlying continuum, then the items should have strong relationships both with that 
continuum and with each other. While the former cannot be observed, a scale will be 
internally consistent if the items correlate highly with each other -  in which case they 
are also more likely to measure the same homogenous variable. Items that are reliable, 
that is items with low error components, are more likely to fulfill these requirements. 
Since Cronbach’s alpha measure provides an estimation of the proportion of the total
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variance that is not due to error, this represents the reliability of the scale. The split- 
half method measures reliability in a different way: the group of items comprising the 
measure is divided into two halves (the normal practice is to take even numbered 
items into one sample and odd numbered items into another), and the two halves are 
then intercorrelated. If the survey is reliable then the two parts should correlate fairly 
strongly.
5.6.5 Factor analysis: purpose and description
In order to investigate whether the teaching ability and teacher knowledge items used 
in the questionnaires formed the latent structure that they were supposed to, these 
items were subjected to factor analysis. Factor analysis is a statistical technique used 
for exploring the underlying structure of a set of variables (Kerlinger, 1992; Hair et 
al., 1995; Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000). As such it was particularly 
appropriate for the purposes of this inquiiy. In fact, as Ford, MacCallum and Tait 
(1986) note, factor analysis is the most used analytic technique for refining constructs.
As with nearly all methods for examining the structure of a group of variables, factor 
analysis begins with the calculation of inter-variable associations (see Kerlinger, 1992; 
Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). These are usually, but not always, correlation 
coefficients. The table of all inter-variable correlation coefficients is known as the 
correlation matrix and it is the structure implied by this matrix that is to be explored.
The factor analysis treats the correlation matrix as “a ball of inter-variable variance” 
and it extracts chunks of variance to representing each underlying factor sequentially 
(Hammond, 2000, p. 386). These “chunks” get smaller as each factor is extracted. 
The mathematical terminology for these chunks is the eigenvalue. Thus, the first 
factor extracted has a relatively large eigenvalue and each successive factor is built 
around a smaller eigenvalue than the preceding one.
Correlation coefficients tend to be less reliable when estimated from small samples. 
Therefore, it is important that sample size be large enough that correlations are 
reliably estimated. The required sample size also depends on magnitude of population 
correlations and number of factors: if there are strong, reliable correlations and a few,
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distinct factors, a smaller size is adequate (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). Comrey and 
Lee (1992) give as a guide sample sizes of 50 as very poor, 100 as poor, 200 as fair, 
300 as good, 500 as very good, and 1000 as excellent. As a general rule of thumb, it is 
comforting to have at least 300 cases for factor analysis (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996).
It is most important to note that although in this case we are addressing the exploration 
of underlying structure, the use of factor analysis cannot be said to be purely 
exploratory. The selection of variables have been informed by the theoretical position 
of the study. Moreover, the fact that we are looking at the structure implies that we 
have reasoned grounds for such a tactic. Put simply, there is some a priori expectation 
of what we will discover. This will also be useful to use as a yardstick when the 
interpretation of the analyses takes place.
A number of issues must be considered when conducting a factor analytic study (Ford, 
MacCallum and Tait, 1986): (1) the choice of factor extraction model to be used; (2) 
the methods of rotation; (3) the decision about the number of factors to retain; and (4) 
the interpretation of the factor solution. The decisions made at each point can have a 
substantial impact on the results of the factor analysis (Weiss, 1976; MacCallum, 
1983). The following sections provide an overview of choice points as well as the 
rationale for each decision made.
5.6.5.1 Factor extraction
One of the most important decisions the researcher faces when employing factor 
analysis is the choice of factor model. Most modem applications of factor analysis can 
be divided into two different approaches: principal components analysis (PCA) and 
principal factor analysis (PFA). Both approaches allow researchers to examine how 
variance for a given variable is distributed relative to other variables in the data set 
(Ford, MacCallum and Tait, 1986). The mathematical difference that distinguishes the 
two approaches involves the contents of the positive diagonal in the correlation matrix 
(the diagonal that contains the correlation between a variable and itself) (see 
Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). In both PCA and PFA, the variance that is analysed is 
the sum of the values in the positive diagonal. In PCA ones are in the diagonal and
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there is as much variance to be analysed as there are observed variables (each variable 
contributes a unit of variance by contributing a 1 to the positive diagonal of the 
correlation matrix). All the variance is distributed to components, including error and 
unique variable for each observed variable.
The PFA model, on the other hand, assumes that error and unique variance only 
confuse the picture of underlying processes. For the purpose of this case, in PFA only 
the covariation among variables is analysed. This requires the estimation of 
“communalities”, values between 0 and 1 that are inserted in the positive diagonal of 
the correlation matrix. These represent the common variance of each variable 
analysed.
Although results from a number of studies have found little substantial difference in 
results between the PCA and PFA models for data sets with large samples (see Velicer, 
Peacock and Jackson, 1982; Arrindell and van der Ende, 1985; Tabachnick and Fidell, 
1996), results by Tucker, Koopman and Linn (1969) suggest that researchers should 
give serious thought to the choice of the appropriate factor model for the goals of the 
research. PCA is generally used when the research purpose is to produce an empirical 
summary of the data set (data reduction) while maximising the ability to explain the 
variance of the observed variables (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). PFA is more 
appropriate when measured variables are assumed to be a function of a set of 
unmeasured or latent variables (dimensions) and the researcher is interested in a 
solution uncontaminated by unique and error variability (Ford, MacCallum and Tait, 
1986). Following that the items providing the basis for the questionnaire surveys have 
been devised to represent a hidden structure (see section 4.6.2) and the direction of 
this part of the study at identifying the interrelationships between these items, the PFA 
model was chosen. Kenny (1979) points to the appropriateness of this decision, 
stating that:
“The use of components analysis when the researcher is interested in relationships 
among latent variables can lead to inappropriate solutions and weaken the 
contribution of factor analysis to substantive theory” (cited in Ford, MacCallum 
and Tait, 1986, p. 294).
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Rotation serves to make the output of factor extraction more understandable and is 
usually necessary to facilitate the interpretation of factors (Weiss, 1976). The sum of 
eigenvalues is not affected by rotation, but rotation will alter the eigenvalues of 
particular* factors and will change the factor loadings. Since multiple rotations may 
explain the same variance (have the same total eigenvalue) but have different factor 
loadings, and since factor loadings are used to intuit the meaning of factors, this means 
that different meanings may be ascribed to the factors depending on the rotation -  a 
problem some cite as a drawback to factor analysis (Comrey, 1978).
A decision is required between orthogonal and oblique rotation (see Gorsuch, 1974; 
Harman, 1976). In orthogonal rotation the produced factors are statistically 
uncorrelated. Oblique rotation, on the other hand, allows the factors to be correlated, 
and so a factor correlation matrix is generated when oblique is used. It follows from 
this that oblique rotation introduces statistical complexity which requires greater user 
sophistication and care in interpretation. The value of this added complexity is the 
additional information obtained in the form of factor intercorrelations. Orthogonal 
rotations offer conceptual clarity and ease of interpreting, describing, and reporting 
results.
Following the advice of Thurstone (1947) and Tabachnick and Fidell (1996), the 
decision between orthogonal and oblique rotation was based on two criteria. First, an 
oblique rotation was requested for the examined data set and the researcher looked at 
the correlations among factors in the factor correlation matrix. If correlations 
exceeded .32 then oblique rotation was the better choice. The thrust of the argument 
behind this line of thinking is that if correlations exceed .32, then there is 10% (or 
more) overlap in variance among factors, enough variance to warrant oblique rotation 
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). It should be stressed that factors do not necessarily 
correlate when an oblique rotation is used (ibid.). Often, in fact, they do not correlate 
and the researcher reports the simpler orthogonal rotation.
The second criterion for guiding rotations was that of simple structure (Thurstone, 
1947). If simple structure is present, several variables correlate highly with each factor
5.6.S.2 Rotation methods
Methodology II: The Main Survey 204
and only one factor correlates highly with each variable. In this way, the simplest 
possible interpretation of the factors can be achieved. In other words, rotation to 
achieve simple structure is a fairly objective way to achieve variable simplicity or to 
reduce variable complexity (Kerlinger, 1992).
5.6.5.3 Number of factors
Selection of the number of factors to be retained is probably more critical than 
selection of extraction and rotational methods (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). A 
number of strategies for deciding on the number of factors has been proposed but none 
are without their limitations. The three general strategies in common use by social 
scientists in exploratory factor analysis are the following (Kim and Mueller, 1978; 
Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996):
• The Kaiser criterion -  One of the most commonly used criteria is to extract only as 
many factors as have eigenvalues greater than or equal to one. A problem with this 
rule is its arbitrary nature (e.g., is an eigenvalue of 1.01 significant while one of .99 
not?). Despite its use in common practice and its occasional recommendation in the 
literature, inflexible adherence to the rule can lead to underestimation or 
overestimation of the number of factors to retain (Tucker, Koopman and Linn, 
1969; Hammond, 2000).
• Scree-test -  A second criterion is the scree-test (Cattell, 1966) of eigenvalues 
plotted against factors. Usually, the scree-plot is negatively decreasing; the 
eigenvalue is highest for the first factor and moderate but decreasing for the next 
few factors before reaching small values for the last several factors. The Cattell rule 
is to examine the graph of eigenvalues and stop factoring at the point where a line 
drawn through the points changes slope. While some researchers have questioned 
the subjectivity of the scree-test because it is not uncommon to find more than one 
major break in the root-graph (Kaiser, 1970), the scree-test is still usually accurate 
to within one or two factors (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996).
• Variance explained criteria — Some researchers simply use the rule of keeping 
enough factors to account for 80% (or some other arbitrary percentage) of the 
variation.
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As a way to protect oneself from the uncertainties inherent in these strategies, a 
general rule-of-thumb is to combine various rules (Harris, 1967). Accordingly, the 
judgement of number of factors in this study rested on the Kaiser criterion and the 
scree-test. Given that the purpose here was not to maximise the ability to explain the 
variance of the observed variables, the adoption of variance explained criteria would 
have been contradicting with the methodological orientation of the factor analyses.
5.6.5A Interpretation
In factor analysis, the ultimate goal is usually the identification of underlying constructs 
that summarise a set of variables. Interpretation, the process by which the results of 
factor analysis are given meaning or labels, is clearly important (Ford, MacCallum and 
Tait, 1986). But this step is also highly subjective and a matter of researcher 
preference.
To reduce subjectivity, researchers have established rules to guide interpretation. A 
commonly used rule in the social sciences specifies that only variables with loadings 
greater than .32 on a factor should be considered “significant” and used in defining the 
factor (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). Comrey and Lee (1992) suggest that loadings in 
excess of .71 are considered excellent, .63 veiy good, .55 good, .45 fair, and .32 poor. 
Comrey (1978) also states that if no loadings greater than .40 are identified, then the 
value of the analysis is limited.
In the context of this study, an examination of the pattern of high and low loadings 
across variables revealed a gap. This gap was the cut-off value of .45 which was 
adopted for inclusion of a variable in interpretation of a factor. This was in line with 
Comrey’s rule for meaningful analysis and greater than the minimum cut-off of .32 
used in common social science practice. Given the gap in the pattern of loadings, 
adoption of this value also had the advantage that it was easy to specify which 
variables loaded and which did not. Finally, following the advice of Tabachnick and 
Fidell (1996) that the interpretation of factors defined by only one or two variables is 
hazardous even if the two variables are highly correlated with each other, the Kiel- 
Wrigley (K-W) criterion was adopted. The K-W criterion accepts only the
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interpretation of common factors, where “a common factor is defined to be one on 
which at least three variables have their highest loadings” (Kerlinger, 1966, p. 163).
5.7 Conclusion
This chapter has suggested how the research plan of this part of the study was 
formulated and operationalised, moving from theoretical aspects of the methodology to 
specific aims which are to be accomplished by using appropriate sampling procedures, 
methodologies and instruments, and with the gathering of relevant data. The message 
from this chapter is that the several stages and elements of the research should be 
governed by the notion of “fitness for purpose”. Put simply, the research plan must 
suit the purposes of the research.
Such planning was usefiilly informed by different research philosophies and 
methodologies, and, indeed, these ar e addressed in several chapters of this thesis. With 
these in mind, the purpose of the study was made amenable to investigation by 
measurement involving the use of two questionnaire surveys of teachers and students. 
Following the purposes and constraints of the research, respondents were selected with 
the use of purposive methods of sampling. The questionnaires consisted of a number 
of factual questions and two different attitude scales. These were the semantic 
differential and the Likert scale. The attitude statements of the scales have been 
selected and put together from a larger number of statements according to certain 
methodological procedures discussed in the previous chapter. The analysis of the 
obtained data involved the use of a wide range of statistical techniques. Most 
importantly, the scaled data were submitted to factor analysis to identify the main 
factors that are associated with good teaching. The next chapter presents the findings 
of the two questionnaire surveys.
Part 3
Making Sense of “Good Teaching”
6
Main Survey Findings
6.1 Introduction
As we have already seen, the process of planning research is an ongoing attempt 
creatively to match the available resources with the purposes of the research project so 
that the area of research interest can become amenable to investigation. The previous 
chapter has suggested how the purposes of this part of the study lent themselves to 
being investigated with the use of two questionnaire surveys of students and teachers. 
This chapter presents the findings of the two surveys.
The presentation of the findings begins with the data from the student groups and then 
proceeds to the findings of the parallel study involving the views of tourism teachers. 
Within each study, the findings are usefully separated into three parts: (a) univariates; 
(b) bivariates; and (c) multivariates. As the name suggests, univariates are total 
sample distributions of one variable at a time; for example, the overall distribution by 
gender, or mode of study, in our sample of students. In this study, sampling 
univariates was required first, in order to plan the bivariates stage of the analysis. For 
the study of bivariates (analyses that involve two variables) the researcher was 
essentially engaged in statistical tests of significance that looked for differences 
between sub-groups in the sample, as defined by the main univariate variables, on 
scores on the attitude scales (teaching ability, teacher knowledge). After that the 
multivariate stage followed. In this analysis the purpose was to explore the patterns of 
relationships among our variables not just in two-way form, but in more complex ways 
using many variables. Essentially, this part of the findings reports the results of the 
scale reliability and factor analyses. From the above, it follows logically that the 
sequence in which the findings are presented follows the sequence in which data was
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analysed. This plan of presentation is used to facilitate understanding of the intricate 
statistical procedures involved in the analysis of the questionnaires (Ekinci, 1999).
6.2 The student questionnaire survey
Data for this survey were collected from undergraduate and postgraduate students 
pursuing tourism studies at three UK institutions of higher education: a well- 
established pre-1992 university, a post-1992 university, and a university college. 
Students were asked for demographic information as well as information about their 
educational status. In addition they were asked to respond to statements from the Q- 
sorts, using a semantic differential for Teaching Ability and a Likert scale for Teacher 
Knowledge. The questionnaires were distributed and collected in class. Fieldwork 
took place between October 2002 and February 2003. A total of 303 questionnaires 
were collected.
6.2.1 Total sample characteristics
As far as the demographic and other information is concerned, almost half of the 
sampled students (47.2%) were from the pre-1992 university taking part in the study. 
Thirty six per cent of the students surveyed were drawn from the participating 
university college and 16.8% from the post-1992 university. This information is set 
out in Table 6.1.
Table 6.1 Responses by institution
Institution Responses %
Pre-1992 university 143 47.2
Post-1992 university 51 16.8
University College 109 36
Total 303 100
The overwhelming majority of the students were studying on courses with tourism in 
the title. In 90% of the cases the word “management” also appeared, giving the clear 
indication that the courses have an industry specific and employment orientation.
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This is in line with the findings of Airey and Johnson (1999) that virtually all tourism 
degree programmes are “vocational” in their focus. The actual names of the eleven 
courses surveyed are not given here for reasons of confidentiality.
With respect to course level, 60.7% of the sampled population were registered in 
undergraduate courses as distinct from postgraduate (39.3%). Year of study for 
undergraduates was year 1, 21.2%, year 2 39.7%, year 3 34.8% and year 4 4.3%. All 
students were registered in full-time programmes of study, which explains why all 
postgraduates were year 1. Figure 6.1 sets out information with regard to students’ 
type of course and year of study.
Figure 6.1 Student distribution for level of course and year of study
2  200
Undergraduate Postgraduate
□  Year 4
□  Year 3 
El Year 2 
■  Year 1
Examination of the demographic characteristics of respondents revealed significant 
differences in terms of their gender. Female responses (76.6%) far outweighed male 
responses (23.4%). Table 6.2 sets out the gender distribution of the sample and ratios 
of female to male students for the courses surveyed.
Table 6.2 The gender distribution of the students
Total (1) Undergraduate (2) Postgraduate (3)
Male 71 37 34
Female 232 147 85
Ratio of female to male students 3.3:1 3.9:1 2.5:1
Responses: (1) n = 303; (2) n = 184; (3) n = 119.
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The table clearly identifies the high ratio of female to male students on the 
undergraduate courses surveyed (3.9:1) and it shows that this is not the case on the 
postgraduate courses surveyed where the ratio is down to 2.5:1. This pattern 
triangulates well with Airey and Johnson’s (forthcoming) study on tourism degree and 
postgraduate level courses in the UK in 1999/2000, which found the ratio of female to 
male students to be significantly higher for undergraduate courses (3:1) than for 
postgraduate courses (1.3:1).
From a respondent age mix perspective (see Figure 6.2), almost two thirds of 
participants (66%) were aged 20-25 with the rest of respondents being slightly “under 
20” group skewed (17.8%). Respondents over 25 years old represented 16.2% of the 
surveyed population.
Figure 6.2 Students’ age mix
Students were also asked about their educational performance (see Figure 6.3). For 
postgraduates class of degree attained in their most recent award was, first class 
24.4%, upper second class 33.6%, lower second class 37% and third 5%. With regard 
to undergraduates, it is noteworthy that an upper second class degree was found to be 
the most common level of degree awarded, with half (50.3%) of the students receiving 
an award at this level. The performance of the remaining undergraduate students was, 
first class 6.9%, lower second class 39.4% and third 3.4%. (These scores for the 
undergraduates are based on the UK degree classification system where a first class 
degree is normally 70% or more, upper second 60-70%, lower second 50-60%, and 
third 40-50%.)
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Figure 6.3 Student performance a
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distribution o f students with a degree from the UK.
Responses: (1) degree classification for most recent year, n = 145; (2) degree classification for most recent award, n = 119.
It is also worth highlighting that 48.5% of the students surveyed did not have English 
as their first language. It should be noted that in their majority (66%) these students 
were registered in postgraduate courses. The large number of international students 
on the postgraduate courses surveyed might be attributed in large part to the difficulty 
that UK students experience in securing grants at postgraduate level.
6.2.2 Tests of significance
The objective of this section is to explore the evaluation of teaching ability and 
teacher knowledge according to the univariate variables (background characteristics) 
used to differentiate between the student groups of the study. For the purpose of this 
case, these sampling univariates (institution, course, gender, age, course level, year of 
study, mode of study, average grade of last complete year, class of most recent award, 
English as a first language) formed the basis of this statistical analysis. More 
specifically, the purpose of this analysis was to determine whether the data come from 
a population in which the mean of the variable in question is equal in the sub-samples. 
In order to test this proposition, the independent samples t-test and the one-way 
ANOVA were employed as appropriate (see section 5.6.2).
In the application of these statistical tests the “sample grand mean score” was used 
(Ekinci, 1999). This was computed in two stages. First, each student’s rating of the
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scale was summed and divided by the number of teaching ability statements (30 items), 
this computation represents a student’s overall mean score. Then, each student’s 
overall mean score was summed and divided by the number of the sample size (n = 
303). The resulting figure represents the “sample grand mean score”.
In response to the requirement that t-tests and ANOVA can only be performed when 
the data conforms to a normal distribution, the normality of group differences was 
checked before performing any statistical test. In the case of data being unsuitable for 
t-test or ANOVA, the non-parametric alternatives of the two tests were used. 
Furthermore, if a group sample size was too small (usually 3 to 5), this group was 
excluded from the test because the findings would not have been reliable (ibid.). The 
details of this analysis for the teaching ability and the teacher knowledge data can be 
found respectively in Appendices C.l and D.l. What follows is a summary of the main 
findings from the statistical tests.
As far as the teaching ability data is concerned, the only significant mean differences 
indicated by this analysis were those between undergraduate students who achieved 
different grades in their last complete year. More specifically, the students who 
achieved the highest average grade (70+) were more critical in their evaluative 
judgements of the teaching ability items than those groups with lower average grades. 
Interestingly, a similar pattern of differences was identified for the same groups of 
students with respect to the teacher knowledge data. This is an interesting 
counterpoint to previous teaching evaluation studies which have typically found 
average grades to be positively correlated with student ratings (see Centra, 1979; 
Feldman, 1976a; Marsh et al., 1976), Perhaps this relation can be interpreted with 
reference to the work of Marsh (1987), which proposes that higher grades reflect 
higher learning, and of Barnett’s (1997), which suggests that higher learning is 
associated with critical thinking. By taking together these suggestions it could be 
argued that higher grades reflect higher levels of critical thinking and perhaps this is 
why students with the highest degree classification for the most recent year were more 
critical in their evaluation of the scale items. However, a note of caution about the 
present suggestion should be added here. First, the work of Marsh is highly empirical 
while that of Barnett adopts a rather philosophical approach of analysis. Given the
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mismatch in approaches, it might well be argued that the combination of the 
suggestions made by these authors is not a meaningful one. Second, previous 
empirical evidence (see Marsh, 1987) showed that grades not only reflect better 
learning but also a combination of the grading standards employed by a teacher and 
preexisting student characteristics (i.e. interest in subject matter). Following this, 
further research is needed to substantiate the reasons for the differences in study 
results.
Another significant difference identified in the teacher knowledge data was that 
between the ratings of students in undergraduate and those of students in postgraduate 
courses, with the latter scoring consistently higher across the rating items used in this 
scale. Congruent with this result are a number of studies showing a positive 
association between course level and students’ ratings of teaching evaluation items (see 
Pohlman, 1975; Haslett, 1976; Feldman, 1978). However, it is important to note that 
this positive association is not universally found. There are studies in which course 
level is essentially unrelated to students’ ratings (see for example, Jiobu and Pollis, 
1971) and others indicating that the higher the course level the lower the ratings on 
certain items (Brown, 1976; Brandenburg, Slindle and Batista, 1977). Moreover, 
results by Haslett (1976) indicate that the course level is indirectly contributing to 
ratings through its association with items that may accompany course-level differences, 
such as differences in the degree of “electivity” of the course as well as the students’ 
academic motivation and general interest in the subject matter of the course. 
Unfortunately, within the context of this study it is not known whether or not this is 
the case, since the identification of the place of course level in a causal network of 
factors contributing to variation in class ratings was not part of this investigation.
Finally, significant mean differences in the teacher knowledge data set were found 
between the student groups from the different institutions participating in the survey 
(students from the post-1992 university had significantly higher scores than those from 
the other institutions), and between the students from an undergraduate and a 
postgraduate course. However, a closer investigation of the data revealed that these 
differences may have less (if anything) to do with the type of institution or the actual 
courses in any direct way than with the aforementioned difference between
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postgraduate and undergraduate students. This is because in the case of the different 
institutions all students from the post-1992 university (i.e. those with the higher mean 
score) were registered in postgraduate courses, and in the case of the two courses it 
was the students from the postgraduate course who had the higher scores. Particularly 
with respect to the student groups from the two courses in which differences were 
identified, these can be attributed with some confidence to the different level of the 
courses rather than their actual content or orientation, since both courses were related 
to tourism management.
6.2.3 Students' evaluation of teaching ability
Based on the sample grand mean score the values of various statistics have been 
computed. These are summarised in Table 6.3.
Table 6.3 Statistics relating to students’ sample grand mean score for the teaching ability data
Mean 3.21
Median 3.23
Mode 3.30
Std. Deviation 0.60
Variance 0.35
It can be seen that the arithmetic mean, median and mode of the data are close 
together. The distribution is slightly negatively skewed with a standard deviation of 
0.60. Reference to Appendix C.2 shows that 65.1% of the values fall within plus or 
minus two standard deviations, that is, between 2.61 and 3.81 (i.e. 3.21 ± 0.60) and all 
the values fall within plus or minus three standard deviations of the mean. This 
evidence suggests that the distribution of the data tends towards normality (Clark et 
a l, 1998).
The initial results of responses to the statements showing mean scores and standard 
deviations for each item related to teaching ability are given in Table 6.4. At this point 
it is worth restating that the teaching ability items were scaled using the Osgood
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Table 6.4 Students’ evaluation of teaching ability: means and standard deviations3
No. Dimensions and their statements Mean SD
3.
Concern for students
The teacher adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students 3.26 1.07
5. The teacher diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the 
information in a different way 3.50 1.10
13. The teacher encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and 
sense of achievement 3.50 1.96
14. The teacher develops students’ capacity to think for themselves 3.73 1.08
20. The teacher explores with students new approaches and meanings 3.51 1.09
23. When planning lessons, the teacher takes under consideration students’ prior 
learning 3.02 1.15
24. The teacher gives more support to those students identified as being less able 
to leam independently 2.96 1.16
6.
Stimulation
The teacher commends effort on the part of students 3.06 1.15
7. The teacher uses marks as a form of motivation 2.55 1.14
9. The teacher brings examples from the field 3.71 1.14
15. The teacher uses examples to uncover principles 3.64 1.02
22. The teacher paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts 3.33 1.07
26. The teacher compliments students on their work in front of others 2.56 1.19
29. The teacher stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students 3.57 1.19
2.
Classroom technique
The teacher prepares students for employment 3.11 1.21
4. The teacher sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them 2.88 1.13
10. The teacher announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning 3.63 1.27
16. The teacher goes beyond the curriculum if the class will benefit from it 3.48 1.10
19. The teacher connects lectures to reading 3.33 1.11
25. The teacher varies teaching approach according to content 3.33 1.09
30. The teacher uses many examples 3.60 0.99
1.
Control
The teacher maintains a friendly atmosphere, but maintains the authority of 
the teacher 3.53 1.13
8. When the teacher argues with students this is not hostile 2.76 1.20
11. The teacher keeps everything according to schedule 3.11 1.22
12. The teacher invites the students to comment critically on his/her teaching 
performance 2.92 1.25
17. The teacher is consistent in administering discipline 2.92 2,10
18. The teacher carefully times lectures 2.93 1.25
21. The teacher corrects spelling 2.44 1.26
27. The teacher maintains order without apparent effort 3.05 1.16
28. The teacher explains to students how their work will be assessed 3.38 1.27
3 Item number indicates item random sequence in the questionnaire.
semantic differential method, the five positions of which were given scores of 5-1 
(excellence/competence).
From the table it is clear that the students highly valued a number of items, such as:
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• The teacher develops students’ capacity to think for themselves (no. 14)
• The teacher brings examples from the field (no. 9)
• The teacher uses examples to uncover principles (no. 15)
• The teacher announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning (no. 10)
• The teacher stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students (no. 29)
From this latter set of items, it seems that stimulation of interest and clarity 
(understandableness), dimensions primarily involving the teaching task of facilitation 
(Feldman, 1976), are the characteristics most frequently associated with 
superior/excellent tourism teachers or teaching (as perceived by students).
Although no teaching ability item received a very low rating, some specific items 
scored lower in terms of their association with superior teaching (below the mean 
score of 3). As can be seen from the table, the lowest mean scores were recorded for 
the following items:
• The teacher invites the students to comment critically on his/her teaching 
performance (no. 12)
• The teacher is consistent in administering discipline (no. 17)
• The teacher corrects spelling (no. 21)
• The teacher uses marks as a form of motivation (no. 7)
• The teacher compliments students on their work in front of others (no. 26)
• When the teacher argues with students this is not hostile (no. 8.)
• The teacher sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them (no. 4)
This set of characteristics seems primarily to comprise the regulative and supportive 
activities of the teacher as well as their openness to students’ ideas. Relative to other 
characteristics, these were more strongly associated with the normal levels of 
competence expected from tourism teachers (as indicated by the mean scores recorded 
in the present analysis). It should be noted that more than half of the statements 
scoring below the mean of 3 were from the Control dimension.
The table also highlights that no item received a very high (above the mean score of 4) 
or a very low rating (below the mean score of 2). Following that in the item
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generation process an attempt was made to avoid too obviously directed statements 
(see section 4.6.2), this is not a surprising finding. It is also worth noting that all items 
displayed relatively high standard deviation values. Why this should be so is not clear. 
One speculation is that teaching evaluation is governed by subjective cognitive 
functioning which is unique for each individual (see section 4.5), hence the variation of 
responses as indicated by the relatively high dispersion of the data values around the 
mean scores. It is noteworthy that the highest values of standard deviation were 
recorded for the Control dimension. This finding combined with the low mean scores 
achieved by the items in this dimension seems to be suggestive of Squire’s (1999) 
finding that the function of teaching in the UK is not strictly pedagogic and teachers 
are expected to develop some “rapport” with their students.
6.2.4 Assessing the reliability of the teaching ability scale
The purpose of this part of the analysis was to assess the reliability of the teaching 
ability scale. Although reliability may be calculated in a number of ways, the most 
commonly accepted measure, and the one adopted here, is internal consistency 
reliability using Cronbach’s Alpha (see section 5.6.4). If the internal consistency of the 
scale is to be established, then the items should have a strong relationship with the total 
score of the scale. In other words, the scale is treated as a unidimensional instrument 
measuring teaching ability. Table 6.5 sets out the corrected item-total correlation and 
alpha if item deleted for each item, and the total scale reliability score.
As can be seen from the correlation scores in the table, most of the items displayed 
moderately high correlations to total score (.34 to 61; all p < .01). These items appear 
to have an important contribution to the measurement of teaching ability. However, 
item 13 did not reach a level of r = +.30, which is the suggested cut-off value for 
rejecting items from the pool (Clark et al., 1998). Although the most obvious 
interpretation of such a low correlation value is that this item has a weak relationship 
with the other items and therefore with the nominated construct, from the evidence of 
reliability analysis (Alpha if item deleted) the elimination of this item does not improve 
scale reliability significantly. For the purpose of this case, the item was retained for 
further testing.
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Table 6.5 Reliability analysis of the teaching ability scale (students)
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlationn
Alpha if 
item 
deleted
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlationa
Alpha if 
item 
deleted
3 Concern for 
students
.45* .894 2 Classroom
technique
.47* .893
5 .42* .894 4 .43* .894
13 .22* .903 10 .51* .892
14 .38* .895 16 .50* .893
20 .35* .895 19 .55* .892
23 .44* .894 25 .51* .893
24 .41* .894 30 .53* .893
6 Stimulation .59* .891 1 Control .55* .892
7 .38* .895 8 .34* .896
9 .61* .891 11 .38* .895
15 .57* .892 12 .40* .893
22 .53* .892 17 .52* .892
26 .35* .900 18 .49* .893
29 .36* .900 21 .45* .894
Total Scale Reliability: Cronbach’s Alpha -  .896 27 .56* .892
28 .54* .892
a Pearson correlation coefficient between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items o f the 
scale.
* Correlation is significant at the .01 level.
The calculation of the internal consistency reliabilities for the scale also provide an 
indication of strong item homogeneity. The total scale reliability based on the internal 
consistency method was a large coefficient Alpha of .896, suggesting that the scale 
explains the construct of teaching ability by almost 90% and produces only just over 
10% error (Churchill, 1979). When the split-half method was applied, the values of 
Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for each half of the scale were also high: Alpha for part 1 
= .807 and Alpha for part 2 = .843. Although these values are highly dependent on the 
allocation of items to the two halves, they still provide a clear indication of the high 
reliability of the scale (Szivas, 1997).
As the scale contains nominated dimensions, it was also necessary to check the internal 
consistency of each dimension. For the purpose of this analysis, the scale items were 
allocated to the proposed dimensions. Here each sub-scale was treated as a 
unidimensional instrument defined by a group of items. Table 6.6 illustrates the 
reliability, mean score and the corrected item-total correlations for each dimension.
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Table 6.6 Reliability analysis of the four teaching ability dimensions (students)
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlationa
Alpha Mean No. Dimension Conected 
item-total 
correlationa
Alpha Mean
3 Concern for 
students
.31 .662 3.36 2 Classroom
technique
.39 .725 3.34
5 .39 4 .34
13 .29 10 .49
14 .56 16 .43
20 .43 19 .50
23 .39 25 .42
24 .38 30 .51
6 Stimulation .59 .719 3.20 1 Control .47 .734 3.00
7 .36 8 .37
9 .51 11 .53
15 .47 12 .22
22 .43 17 .32
26 .36 18 .58
29 .32 21 .46
27 .45
28 .46
a Pearson correlation coefficient between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items of the 
proposed dimension to which the item was allocated.
The table shows that the mean scores of three of the dimensions (Concern for students, 
Stimulation, Classroom technique) are moderately high. Not surprisingly, the lowest 
mean score was accounted for the dimension of Control, which was identical with the 
mid-point of the scale (p = 3.00). This is in line with the analysis of the previous 
section, whereby the lowest mean scores were recorded for the items in this dimension.
Overall, the correlation analysis seems to provide preliminary support for the 
homogeneity of the proposed scales, with most of the items showing moderately high 
correlations with the total score of the scale to which they were assigned. Items 13 
and 12 were the exception in that they scored below the suggested cut-off value of r = 
+.30. However, from the evidence of the reliability analysis undertaken at this stage 
(see Appendix C.3), elimination of these items did not substantially improve the 
reliability coefficient of the scales and the items were retained for the next stage of the 
analysis.
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.H With respect to the calculation of the internal consistency reliabilities for each scale, 
this resulted in respectable Alpha coefficients (a > .70) for three of the scales 
(Stimulation, Classroom technique, Control). Although the resulting internal 
consistency reliability for the Concern for students scale did not reach the .70 level (a 
= .662), Nunnally (1967) suggests that scores of this range should be accepted as the 
minimum requirement for the early stages of scale analysis. Following the above 
analyses, all 30 items were retained for the factor analysis.
6.2.5 Factor analysis - teaching ability data
As we have already seen, factor analysis is a useful scale development technique for 
reducing a large number of indicators to a more manageable set (see section 5.6.5). It 
is particularly useful as a means of analysis in the absence of sufficiently developed 
theory about the relations of the indicators to the underlying constructs. As Churchill 
(1979, p. 69) writes, “factor analysis can indeed be used to suggest dimensions”. 
Accordingly, the usage of factor analysis within this context was to factor the overall 
set of teaching ability items and then construct factors (dimensions) on the basis of the 
resulting factor loadings and see whether these are consistent with the anticipated 
dimensions. The analysis was conducted on responses of 303 students. Using the 
guidelines in section 5.6.5, over 300 cases provide a good sample size for factor 
analysis.
6.2.5.1 Factorability of the scale
Because factor analysis is exquisitely sensitive to the sizes of correlations, it is critical 
that reliable correlations be employed (Kim and Mueller, 1978). Therefore, prior to 
conducting the factor analysis, the researcher should check the inter-item correlation 
matrix. A matrix that is factorable should include several sizeable correlations. The 
expected size depends to some extent on sample size, but if no correlation exceeds .30, 
use of factor analysis is questionable (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). Following this, 
the correlation matrix among the 30 items was inspected for correlations in excess of 
.30. This revealed numerous inter-item correlations in excess of .30 and some
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considerably higher (see Appendix C.4). Patterns in responses to variables are 
therefore anticipated.
High bivariate correlations, however, are not ironclad proof that the correlation matrix 
contains factors. There is a possibility that the correlations are between only two 
variables and do not reflect underlying processes that are simultaneously affecting 
several variables (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). For this reason, it was necessary to 
undertake further tests to determine if the researcher could comfortably proceed with 
the factor analysis of the 30 variables of the teaching ability scale. The Kaiser-Meyer- 
Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy (Kaiser, 1970, 1974) and Bartlett’s 
(1954) test of sphericity were used for this purpose.
The KMO measure of sampling adequacy is an index for comparing the magnitudes of 
the observed correlation coefficients to the magnitudes of the partial correlation 
coefficients. A KMO measure of .60 (minimum proposed by Kaiser, 1974) and above 
means that a factor analysis of the variables is a good idea, since correlations between 
pairs of variables can be explained by the other variables. The current study obtained a 
KMO sampling adequacy measure of the .89, which is very good.
The Bartlett’s test of sphericity can be used to test the hypothesis that the correlation 
matrix is an identity matrix. That is, all diagonal terms are 1 and all off-diagonal terms 
are 0. The current study obtained a value of 3387.532 for the test of sphericity. Since 
the value is large and the associated significance level of .000 is small, it is unlikely that 
the population correlation matrix is an identity. If the hypothesis that the population 
correlation matrix is an identity cannot be rejected because the observed significance 
level is large, one should reconsider the use of factor analysis. The high KMO value 
obtained -  characterised by Kaiser (1974) as “meritorious” -  and the highly significant 
level of the test of sphericity, are both very comfortable indications that the given set 
of data (the students’ scores in the teaching ability scale) are adequate for factor 
analysis.
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As in all multivariate techniques, multicollinearity and singularity are problems with 
factor analysis. Although mild multicollinearity is not a problem for factor analysis, it 
is important to avoid extreme multicollinearity (i.e. variables that are very highly 
correlated, say .90 and above) and singularity (variables that are perfectly correlated). 
The problem is that singularity prohibits, and multicollinearity renders unstable, the 
determination of the unique contribution to a factor of the variables that are highly 
correlated (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). Data screening to protect against 
multicollinearity and singularity is undertaken by computing SMCs (see section 5.6.3). 
If the SMC is 1, the variable is perfectly related to others in the set and singularity is 
present; if the SMC is high (near 1), the variable is highly related to others in the set 
and multicollinearity is present (ibid.). From the results of the relevant analysis it is 
observed that SMCs between variables of the teaching ability scale do not approach 1. 
The largest SMC among the variables is .59 (see Appendix C.5). Multicollinearity and 
singularity are not a threat in this data set.
6.2.5.3 Principal factors extraction with direct oblimin rotation
The last part of the analysis was a factor analysis of the intercorrelations of the 30 
teaching ability items. Principal factor analysis with oblique rotation was used in an 
initial run, to decide on the appropriate method of rotation as discussed in section 
5.6.5.2. Direct oblimin was the oblique method employed. The factor correlation 
matrix (see Table 6.10) revealed three correlations above .32. This meant that there 
was 10% (or more) overlap in variance among factors, enough variance to warrant 
oblique rotation. The oblique rotation was therefore chosen.
To determine the number of factors, the Kaiser criterion was applied. This is also 
known as the “eigenvalue-greater-than-1 ” criterion. The run with principal factors 
extraction and direct oblimin rotation gave six factors with eigenvalues greater than 
1.00. These eigenvalues indicate that six factors are probably present. The first eight 
eigenvalues from the six-factor solution are shown in Table 6.7.
6.2.5.1 Multicollinearity and singularity
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Table 6.7 Eigenvalues and proportions of variance for first 8 teaching ability factors
Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
Factor 1 8.042 27.73 27.73
Factor 2 3.328 11.50 39.23
Factor 3 1.730 6.00 45.23
Factor 4 1.433 4.94 50.17
Factor 5 1.031 3.60 53.77
Factor 6 1.002 3.50 57.27
Factor 7 .936 3.12 60.39
Factor 8 .871 2.90 63.29
The scree-test was also examined to determine the number of factors necessary to 
represent the data. The scree-test directs one to examine the graph of eigenvalues 
plotted against factors, and stop factoring at the point where the eigenvalues begin to 
level-off forming a straight line with an almost horizontal slope. The graph for the 
scree-test is presented in Figure 6.4. In this, the line seems to level off at the fourth 
factor. Therefore, there appear to be about four factors in the teaching ability data set. 
Given that the scree-test is accurate to within one or two factors (see section 5.6.5.3), 
the scree diagram justifies the six-factor solution to the data.
Figure 6.4 Scree output for the teaching ability data
Factor Number
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As another test of adequacy of the number of factors, communality values were 
inspected. If communalities equal or exceed 1, the number of factors extracted is 
wrong (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). As seen in Appendix C.6, communality values 
for the teaching ability variables are quite low. This is further confirmation that a 
reasonable number of factors is six.
The results of the factor analysis are clear-cut if somewhat different from expectation. 
In some respects, they are the most important evidence that the teaching ability scale 
used is a valid measure of perceptions regarding teaching ability. Factors are 
interpreted through their factor loadings. The process is facilitated by grouping the 
variables by factors and reordering them by size of loading (see Table 6.8).
Table 6.8 Teaching ability - Sorted factor loadings for PFA following oblique rotation
No. Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6
10 .601 -.174 -.108 -.171 .315 .066
28 .512 .064 .224 .061 .148 .061
19 .492 .112 .022 .039 .269 .007
20 .169 .637 -.103 .067 -.001 .072
14 .054 oo'r, -.077 .082 .072 .182
29 -.113 .521 .174 .080 -.123 .163
26 -.009 -.109 .792 .084 -.007 .080
27 .110 .254 .482 -.022 .160 -.051
6 .067 .017 .452 -.361 .062 .043
5 -.113 .303 -.096 -.540 .020 .110
2 .017 .073 .184 -.508 -.127 .314
9 .372 .073 .057 -.490 .030 .006
1 .182 .082 .019 -.466 .189 -.038
18 .136 .003 .028 .037 .707 .043
11 .121 -.043 -.023 .036 .666 -.048
21 -.111 -.027 .126 .007 .598 .174
17 .165 .019 .104 -.093 .462 .034
4 .107 .019 .128 -.162 .455 -.177
24 .005 .044 .074 -.024 .007 .618
25 .217 .175 .193 .002 -.128 .515
23 .093 .140 .016 .118 .171 .494
Eigenvalue 8.042 3.328 1.730 1.433 1.031 1.002
% of variance 27.73 11.50 6.00 4.94 .3.60 3.50
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From the table it can be seen that with the use of the .45 cut and the K-W criterion (see 
section 5.6.5.4), there are six factors, and that the structure and pattern of the loadings 
is quite clear (see Appendix C.7 for the complete pattern matrix). In point of fact, a 
simple structure is clearly present, with several variables correlating highly with each 
factor and only one factor correlating highly with each variable. Moreover, patterns of 
correlations in the correlation matrix are similar with the factors (highly correlated 
variables tend to load on the same factor). This evidence provides further support to 
the adequacy of rotation. But not only are the factor patterns clear, they are a bit 
surprising. The statements apparently tap related but somewhat different dimensions 
than anticipated.
The importance of a factor (or a set of factors) was evaluated by the sizes of 
eigenvalues and the proportion of variance accounted for by the factor after rotation, 
because these establish both the strength and clarity of the factor. In this situation, the 
factor analysis of the teaching ability data yielded two major factors with eigenvalues 
higher than 3.00, which accounted for 39.2% of the total variance, plus four smaller 
factors. Table 6.9 provides a list of the statements that fell to each factor.
As regards the two major factors, Factor 1 accounts for the largest proportion of the 
total variance (27.73%). It includes items from two dimensions of the TAQ, which 
seem to reflect the tendency of a teacher to be systematic, orderly, and to make things 
clear. These notions seem to be expressed by the name “Structural organisation of 
knowledge”. Factor 2 accounted for 11.50% of the common factor variance. As 
indicated in Table 6.9, the items in this factor come from the Concern for students and 
Stimulation dimensions of the TAQ. The items in the factor seem to portray a 
teacher’s concerned attitude toward issues related with the intellectual curiosity and 
development of students. These characteristics seem to converge on what may be 
called “Person-oriented intellectual reinforcement”.
Although the remaining four factors are not important and could therefore be safely 
dismissed, their interpretation was attempted for exploratory purposes. Given the 
pioneering and exploratory nature of this study, it was thought that some interesting 
findings might emerge from this analysis. However, it should be borne in mind that
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Table 6.9 Teaching ability - order (by size of loadings) in which variables contribute to factors
No. Factors 
Factor 1
10. The teacher announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning (classroom technique)
28. The teacher explains to students how their work will be assessed (control)
19. The teacher connects lectures to reading (classroom technique)
Factor 2
20. The teacher explores with students new approaches and meanings (concern for students)
14. The teacher develops students’ capacity to think for themselves (concern for students)
29. The teacher stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students (stimulation)
Factor 3
26. The teacher compliments students on their work in front of others (stimulation)
27. The teacher maintains order without apparent effort (control)
6. The teacher commends effort on the part of students (stimulation)
Factor 4
5. The teacher diagnoses students’ misunderstanding and tries to represent the information in a
different way (concern for students)
2. The teacher prepares students for employment (classroom technique)
9. The teacher brings examples from the field (stimulation)
1. The teacher maintains a friendly classroom atmosphere but maintains the authority of the
teacher (control)
Factor 5
18. The teacher carefully times lectures (control)
11. The teacher keeps everything according to schedule (control)
21. The teacher corrects spelling (control)
17. The teacher is consistent in administering discipline (control)
4. The teacher sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them (classroom technique)
Factor 6
24. The teacher gives more support to those students identified as being less able to learn 
independently (concern for students)
25. The teacher varies teaching approach according to content (classroom technique)
23. When planning lessons, the teacher takes under consideration students’ prior learning
(concern for students)
due to the low eigenvalues and proportion of variance accounted for by these factors, 
conclusions about the interpretations should not be drawn too quickly or too easily.
Factor 3 seems to be primarily communication behaviour. As presented in Table 6.9, 
three items loaded on this factor. These three items suggest a pattern of behaviour in 
which the teacher assumes the role of encouraging students, and in which there is little 
teacher domination. Perhaps the pattern is best characterised as “Supporting teacher”.
The interpretation of Factor 4 is troublesome. Its pattern is set by four statements, all 
of which come from different dimensions of the TAQ. Moreover, the statements seem
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to suggest that this factor is not substantially related to any specific notion of teaching. 
For this reason, and because the factor is neither strong nor clear in statistical terms, it 
eludes confident analysis. In short, Factor 4 is struggling for an identity it does not 
have. Perhaps the statements in this factor can be given fiiends in fixture research.
The fifth factor here (Factor J) is perhaps the most interesting tiling to emerge from 
the analysis of the four weak factors. This is because despite its disappointing 
performance in terms of eigenvalue (1.031) and accounted percentage of variance 
(3.60%), the factor loadings of the five items loading on this factor are among the 
highest in this factor analysis (ranging from .455 to .707). But not only are the 
loadings surprisingly high, they have obvious meaning. They may all be seen as 
concomitants of a systematic, orderly, business-like behaviour pattern. Thus, this 
factor is called “Systematic/orderly behaviour”.
Factor 6 is the last factor and accounts for the least of the total variance (3.50%). 
Table 6.9 presents the three items that loaded on this factor. These items appear to 
deal with behaviours that denote a concern for students’ learning and freedom from 
ftmctional fixity. These notions seem to be expressed by the name “Person-oriented 
fimctional flexibility”.
Since the above six-factor solution was the result of an oblique rotation, it is necessary 
at this point to present the additional information obtained in the form of factor 
intercorrelations (see section 5.6.5.2). Table 6.10 presents the intercorrelations 
between the six factors. As indicated in the table, Factor 2 and Factor 6 are 
substantially correlated (r = .488), confirming the judgement of the analysis that both 
factors are person oriented. In this case, it seems that the theme of Concern for 
students, while not emerging as a clear construct, is the unifying concept underlying 
the two factors. Similarly, Factor 1 and Factor 5 also show a substantial correlation (r 
= .487). As judged from the kind of items that loaded on them, both are concerned 
with an organisation behaviour pattern and an orderly disciplined approach to teaching. 
Finally, Factor 5 also correlated significantly with Factor 3 (r = .398). Unfortunately 
the interpretation of the relationship between these two factors is puzzling.
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Table 6.10 Teaching ability - factor correlation matrix
Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 1.00
2 .188 1.00
3 .206 .108 1.00
4 -.234 -.249 -.310 1.00
5 .487 .059 .398 -.288 1.00
6 .118 .488 .289 -.276 .067 1.00
The investigation of the items loading on these factors did not reveal any common 
underlying themes. Given that both factors are weak, the interpretation of their 
relationship can be safely dismissed from consideration since it does not seem to be too 
important.
6.2.6 Students' evaluation of teacher knowledge
Using the students’ sample grand mean score as the basis for calculations, the value of 
various statistics regarding the teacher knowledge data have been computed. These 
are listed in Table 6.11.
Table 6.11 Statistics relating to students’ sample grand mean score for the teacher knowledge data
Mean 3.33
Median 3.30
Mode 3.03
Std. Deviation 0.43
Variance 0.18
From this we can see that the distribution is positively skewed slightly and the mean 
therefore has the greatest value, the mode is the lowest and the median is between the 
two. It can also be seen that the arithmetic mean, mode and median of the data are 
close together. Reference to Appendix D.2 shows, in fact, that more than 95% of the 
cases are to be found between the scores of 2.13 (2 sd below the mean) and 4.53 (2 sd
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above the mean) and all the values lie within 3 sd above or below the mean, meaning 
the distribution is not too far from being symmetrical.
The means and standard deviations from the students’ responses to the teacher 
knowledge items are reported in Table 6.12. It is worth restating that the teacher 
knowledge item pool was scaled with the use of the Likert procedure, where 
statements were scored 5 for “strongly agree” down to 1 for “strongly disagree”. 
Consequently, when interpreting the scores from the table, higher mean values imply 
agreement that the items represent the characteristics of an expert tourism academic.
The highest mean scores were recorded for the following items:
• Is able to explain one idea in many different ways (no. 14)
• Uses examples from the tourist industry (no. 2)
• Uses theory from more than one discipline (no. 3)
• Has knowledge that draws upon literature over time, not just the most recent (no. 
22)
• Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite and answer questions in class 
(no. 4)
According to this set of statements, the ability of tourism academics to represent their 
knowledge in different ways, including the use of examples from the industry, is highly 
associated with expertise in the field. A secure and plural knowledge base also appears 
to be highly characteristic of the expert tourism academic, as perceived by students.
Table 6.12 also highlights the statements with the lowest mean scores:
• Emphasises that one way is correct (no. 1)
• Relies only on facts (no. 17)
• Sees the subject matter as existing in one conceptual framework (no. 18)
• Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others (no. 11)
• Follows big name writers (no. 7)
• Values up-to-date material above established knowledge (no. 20)
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Table 6.12 Students’ evaluation of teacher knowledge: means and standard deviations
No. Dimensions and their statements Mean SD
1.
Ways o f learning 
Follows big name writers 2.81 1.00
9. Is involved in academic research in tourism 3.64 0.91
13. Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis 3.40 0.94
26. Consults with peers and other tourism professionals 3.59 0.88
28. Reads research reports and more informal studies 3.41 0.91
2.
Relation to context o f industry 
Uses examples from the tourist industry 3.86 0.84
8. Has regular contact with the tourist industry 3.61 0.96
12. Has direct experience of the tourist industry 3.46 1.05
21. Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about the industry 3.61 1.02
29. Is aware of the key developments in the field 3.54 1.10
14.
Knowledge structure
Is able to explain one idea in many different ways 3.87 0.89
18. Sees the subject matter as existing exclusively in one conceptual framework 2.18 0.95
23. Constructs subject matter as a web of centr al interconnected concepts 3.40 0.83
24. Uses alternative representations of subject matter 3.50 0.85
27. Is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts and techniques 
appropriately 3.70 0.86
1.
Security o f knowledge 
Emphasises that one way is correct 1.88 0.77
4. Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite and answer questions in 
class 3.76 0.93
16. Checks the validity of their knowledge through debated and critiques at the 
group level 3.47 0.97
25. Emphasises common sense 3.15 0.96
30. Is sufficiently confident to discard many of the theories that are fashionable at 
the time 3.23 0.93
3.
Relationship to theory
Uses theory from more than one discipline 3.84 0.78
10. Understands the limitations of theory 3.73 0.95
11. Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others 2.24 1.03
17. Relies only on facts 2.17 0.95
19. Is able to use theoretical bases in order to illuminate/challenge industry 
practice 3.29 0.86
5.
Current vs. fundamental knowledge
Has main aim of getting up-to-date information out of the journals 3.48 1.06
6. Reviews and modifies knowledge on the basis of new developments in the field 3.73 0.89
15. Appreciates the corrigible and temporary state of knowledge 3.58 1.12
20. Values up-to-date material above established knowledge 2.90 1.11
22. Has knowledge that draws upon literature over time, not just the most recent 3.81 0.84
It may be seen in this latter set of statements that a lack of flexibility in the organisation 
of knowledge, and a dismissal of established knowledge in favour of later 
developments in the field are the characteristics least associated with expert tourism 
academics.
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As regards the general picture emerging from the mean values reported here, two 
interesting points can be made. First, although the highest and lowest mean scores are 
spread across the different dimensions of the TKQ, the Relation to context of industry 
dimension was the only one in which no item scored below the mean score of 3 (ie. 
the mid point of the scale). This is possibly an early indication of emphasis placed on 
vocationalism. Second, in much the same way as the items in the teaching ability scale, 
all items displayed moderate mean scores. As stated before, this fact is most likely 
associated with the dismissal of obviously directed statements in the construction of 
the Q-samples.
With respect to the standard deviations reported in the table, the majority of items 
displayed relatively low values, certainly lower than those recorded for the teaching 
ability items. The table also shows that the highest values of standard deviation were 
recorded for the Relation to context of industry and Current vs. fundamental 
knowledge dimensions of the hidden structure. This finding is perhaps indicative of 
tension between the vocational and the academic aspects of tourism education.
6.2.7 Assessing the reliability of the teacher knowledge scale
The use of item-total correlations and Cronbach’s AJpha coefficients in the 
construction of scales has been long advocated. In this case their application concerns 
the establishment of the reliability of the teacher knowledge scale through internal 
consistency. Table 6.13 is used to facilitate this analysis, listing the corrected item- 
total correlation and alpha if item deleted for each item, as well as the total scale 
reliability score.
As can be seen from the table, the overall Alpha is .870 which is considered very good 
in educational research. Application of the split-half-method also produced high Alpha 
coefficients for the two halves of the scale (AJpha for part 1 = .758 and Alpha for part 
2 = .798). These results provide supportive evidence that the items in the scale 
measure the same construct.
The results from the item-total correlations showed moderately high correlations 
among the majority of items and the total scale score (.30 to .62). However, eight
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Table 6.13 Reliability analysis of the teacher knowledge scale (students)
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlation a
Alpha if 
item 
deleted
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlation a
Alpha if 
item 
deleted
1 Security o f 
knowledge
.07 .872 3 Relationship 
to theory
.39* .865
4 .53* .862 10 .30* .868
16 .42* .865 11 .26* .869
25 .38* .866 17 .16 .871
30 .39* .866 19 .41* .865
2 Relation to 
context o f 
industry
.49* .863 7 Ways of 
learning
.29* .868
8 .54* .861 9 .25* .869
12 .52* .862 13 .44* .864
21 .61* .860 26 .51* .863
29 .61* .859 28 .62* .860
5 Current vs. 
fundamental 
knowledge
.47* .863 14 Knowledge
structure
.43* .864
6 .53* .862 18 .21 .870
15 .14 .872 23 .26* .868
20 .41* .865 24 .40* .865
22 .30* .868 27 .54* .862
Total Scale Reliability: Cronbach’s Alpha = .870
a Pearson correlation coefficient between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items o f the 
scale.
* Correlation is significant at the .01 level
items (1, 7, 9, 11, 15, 17, 18 and 23) displayed low correlations (below the .30 level) 
with the other items in the set, half of which were not significant in statistical terms (1, 
15, 17, 18). Because this evidence suggests that these items have a weak relationship 
with the nominated construct, the Alpha if item deleted column was checked to see if 
elimination of these items would improve the overall Alpha. For example, if item 1 
were dropped, Alpha would be .872. That is not much different from the overall scale 
Alpha of .870. In fact, examination of all the Alphas for each of the items with low r 
revealed that they are all veiy close to the overall scale score. On the basis of this 
evidence the decision was reached to retain all 30 items. Hinkin (1995) points to the 
appropriateness of this decision, arguing that elimination of items should take place 
only to obtain an acceptable reliability coefficient. As indicated above, this is not the
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Table 6.14 Reliability analysis of the six teacher knowledge dimensions (students)
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlation a
Alpha Mean No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlation a
Alpha Mean
1 Security o f 
knowledge
.11 .447 3.10 3 Relationship 
to theory
.21 .343 3.06
4 .32 10 .08
16 .20 11 .16
25 .30 17 .14
30 .25 19 .27
2 Relation to 
context of 
industry
.52 .772 3.61 7 Ways o f 
learning
.23 .549 3.36
8 .56 9 .23
12 .50 13 .39
21 .58 26 .28
29 .59 28 .45
5 Current vs. 
fundamental 
knowledge
.36 .400 3.50 14 Knowledge
structure
.35 .500 3.33
6 .41 18 -.03
15 i © 23 .25
20 .23 24 .50
22 .13 27 .38
a Pearson correlation coefficient between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items of the 
proposed dimension to which the item was allocated.
case with the teacher knowledge scale, which obtained reliabilities of more than .70. It 
is also worth noting that five of the items with low r (1,7, 11, 17 and 18) are among 
the items with the lowest mean scores reported in the previous section. Given the 
exploratory nature of this study, it would be interesting to see how these items perform 
in the following stage of the analysis.
The next stage of the analysis involved the assessment of the reliability of each 
proposed dimension. Items were allocated to the proposed dimensions and their 
relationship with the total score of the dimension they represented was investigated. 
Table 6.14 presents this information along with the reliability and mean score of each 
dimension.
The results from this analysis are clear-cut. The reliabilities of all but one of the 
proposed dimensions (Relation to context of industry) were very low (< .70) and five
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dimensions had a number of items that con-elated poorly (< .30) with the other items in 
the dimension. These results clearly indicate that the majority of the items were not 
good indicators of the corresponding scales. It is certainly troubling that this number 
of Alpha measures did not reach the .70 level and the same goes for the item-total 
correlation scores. It is important to stress, however, that the studies from which these 
dimensions were drawn were not designed for empirical testing or factor analytic work 
(see section 4.6.1). In this sense, these dimensions always run the risk of low reliability 
scores. The conclusion from these analyses is that while the items do not serve as 
indicators of the proposed dimensions, they do have an important contribution to the 
measurement of teacher knowledge (hence the high overall Alpha) and should 
therefore be retained. This is all the more so in light of the pioneering and exploratory 
nature of this study. The interpretation of the mean scores reported in Table 6.14 is 
not pursued here, since the low internal consistency of the proposed dimensions does 
not allow for meaningful insights to the data.
6.2.8 Factor analysis - teacher knowledge data
The last stage of the analysis of the data from the student groups was a factor analysis 
of the intercorrelations between the 30 teacher knowledge items. The procedure of 
factor analysis was used here as an analytic statistical tool which would enable the 
researcher to find out what (if any) were the chief underlying dimensions of the set of 
teacher knowledge variables. The analysis was conducted on the responses of 303 
students, which provide a comforting number of cases for factor analytic work 
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). It is worth noting that on the basis of the reliability 
analysis reported in the previous section, the emerging factors were not expected to 
justify the proposed six-dimensional structure of the data.
6.2.8.1 Factorability of the scale
Prior to conducting the factor analysis, the inter-item correlations among the variables 
were inspected for values in excess of .30. The reason for this is that lower 
correlations indicate items that are not drawn from the appropriate domain and that are 
producing error and unreliability (Churchill, 1979). The inter-item correlation matrix
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for the 30 items of the teacher knowledge scale revealed numerous correlations in 
excess of .30 and some considerably higher, suggesting that the matrix is factorable 
(see Appendix D.3).
The KMO measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were also 
used to assess the factorability of the data. As already indicated, a large KMO measure 
means that the data are adequate for factor analysis. The current study obtained a 
value of .854 for the KMO measure, which falls in the “meritorious” category of the 
.80s (Kaiser, 1974). With respect to Bartlett’s test of sphericity, the study obtained a 
value of 2865.514 and an associated significance level of .000, suggesting that the 
hypothesis that the population correlation matrix is an identity matrix should be 
rejected (see section 6.2.5.1). The highly significant level of the test of sphericity and 
the high KMO value provide empirical evidence that the application of factor analysis 
is appropriate for the problem at hand.
6.2.5.2 Multicollinearity and singularity
Data screening to protect against multicollinearity and singularity was undertaken by 
looking at the SMCs for each variable. If any of the SMCs is one, singularity is 
present; if any of the SMCs is very large (near one), multicollinearity is present. 
Appendix D.4 shows that SMCs between the variables do not approach 1. The largest 
SMC among the variables is .58. Dealing with multicollinearity and singularity is not 
an issue in this data set.
6.2.8.3 Principal factors extraction with varimax rotation
Principal factor analysis with oblique rotation (direct oblimin) was used in an initial run 
to make the decision between oblique and orthogonal rotation. Inspection of the 
resulting factor correlation matrix did not reveal any correlations around .32 and 
above. The simpler, orthogonal, solution was therefore chosen. Put simply, after 
“trying out” oblique rotation, the decision is made to interpret the run with orthogonal 
rotation.
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Table 6.15 Eigenvalues and proportions of variance for first 8 teacher knowledge factors
Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
Factor 1 6.925 23.10 27.73
Factor 2 3.317 11.10 39.23
Factor 3 1.689 5.63 45.23
Factor 4 1.370 4.60 50.17
Factor 5 1.246 4.20 53.77
Factor 6 1.078 3.60 57.10
Factor 7 .989 3.33 60.29
Factor 8 .956 3.19 63.16
The solution that is evaluated, interpreted, and reported is the run with principal 
factors extraction and varimax rotation. The first eight eigenvalues for this run are 
shown in Table 6.15. As can be seen from the table, eigenvalues for the first six 
factors are larger thanl. Using the Kaiser (eigenvalue-greater-than-1) criterion as a 
first indication of the number of factors to retain, these values are taken as evidence 
that six factors are probably present.
Although retention of six factors seems reasonable, sharp breaks in size of eigenvalues 
were also sought using the scree test to determine the number of factors to retain. The 
scree plot is negatively decreasing -  the eigenvalue is high for the first two factors and 
moderate but decreasing for the next few factors before reaching small values for the 
last several factors, as illustrated in Figure 6.5. In the figure, a single straight line can 
comfortably fit the first three eigenvalues. After that, another straight line best fits the 
remaining points. Therefore, there appear to be about three factors in the data of 
Figure 6.5. Given that the scree-test is accurate to within one or two factors, the scree 
diagram does not justify the six-factor solution to the teacher knowledge data.
Communality values were also inspected as a third test of adequacy of number of 
factors. If communalities equal or exceed 1, problems with the solution are indicated. 
As can be seen in Appendix D.5, communalities are quite low. Nine of the variables 
have communality values lower than .35 and no variable has a communality value that 
exceeds .60. This suggests that the six factors obtained from the sizes of eigenvalues is 
reasonable.
Figure 6.5 Scree output for the teacher knowledge data
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Factor Number
Because of the uncertainty about the number of factors, the rotated loading matrix was 
inspected to investigate whether the criteria for interpretation of factors adopted in this 
study were satisfied by the six-factor solution. With the use of the .45 cut and 
application of the K-W criterion, Appendix D.6 was generated to assist this analysis. 
From the Appendix it can be seen that, with the use of the .45 cut-off value, only one 
variable loaded highly on Factor 6. This is evidence that the factor was poorly defined 
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). This also meant that Factor 6 did not satisfy the K-W 
criterion. The solution with five factors, on the other hand, met the criteria of 
interpretation chosen for this research, so the five-factor solution is interpreted.
The process of interpretation is facilitated by the sorted loading matrix, which is 
illustrated in Table 6.16. In this, variables are grouped by factors and reordered by size 
of loading. The sorted loading matrix was also used to assess the simplicity of 
structure in factor loadings. In each column there are a few high and many low 
correlations between variables and factors. No variables loaded on more than one 
factor. The presence of simple structure ascertains the adequacy of rotation. At this 
point it is pertinent to note that the adequacy of rotation was also ascertained by the 
pattern of correlations in the correlation matrix (highly correlated variables tend to 
load on the same factor).
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Table 6.16 Teacher knowledge - Sorted factor loadings for PFA following orthogonal rotation
No. Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
5 .611 .221 .022 .187 .056
4 .656 .218 .029 .058 .089
6 .163 .145 .107 .196
2 .204 -.045 .188 .132
28 .212 .629 .145 .179 .132
29 .401 .609 -.062 .076 .178
21 .307 .568 .092 .134 .202
27 .134 .526 .212 -.019 .372
30 .142 .171 .159 -.099
24 .063 .208 .674 -.013 .184
23 .111 .025 .612 -.032 -.012
10 .031 .162 .485 -.277 .164
15 -.194 .024 .459 -.136 .167
1 -.034 -.096 -.126
...... ....  ■ •/in.642 .013
18 .082 .152 -.069 .571 -.079
11 .085 .173 -.056 .554 -.005
17 .092 .048 -.026 . ~......... -.004
12 .330 .120 .039 .161 .677
13 .108 .119 .191 .088 .548
14 .059 .233 .329 -.157 .489
Eigenvalue 6.925 3.317 1.689 1.370 1.246
% of variance 23.10 11.10 5.63 4.60 4.20
The strength and clarity of each factor were assessed by the percent of variance it 
represents and by the size of its eigenvalue. On this basis, the first two factors 
emerged as primary ones, appropriating 34.2% of the total variance. Each of the 
remaining weak factors accounts for between 4 and 6% of the variance in the set of 
variables, not an outstanding performance. Table 6.17 is generated to further assist 
interpretation, by providing a list of the statements that fell to each factor.
With respect to the two major factors emerging from the factor analysis, Factor 1 
accounts for the largest proportion of the total variance (23.10%). This factor consists 
of four items with factor loadings ranging from .603 to .677. Investigation of these 
variables reveals that an interpretively meaningful notion does emerge. More
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Table 6.17 Teacher knowledge - order (by size of loadings) in which variables contribute to factors
No. Factors
Factor 1
5. Has main aim of getting up-to-date information out of the journals (current vs. fundamental 
knowledge)
4. Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite and answer questions in class (security of
knowledge)
6. Reviews and modifies knowledge on the basis of new developments in the field (current vs. 
fundamental knowledge)
2. Uses examples from the tourist industry (relation to context of industry)
Factor 2
28. Reads research reports and more informal studies (ways of learning)
29. Is aware of the key developments in the field (relation to context of industry)
21. Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about the industry (relation to context of
industry)
27. Is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts and techniques appropriately
(knowledge structure)
30. Is sufficiently confident to discard many of the themes that are fashionable at the time (security 
of knowledge)
Factor 3
24. Uses alternative representations of subject matter (knowledge structure)
23. Constructs subject matter as a web of central interconnected concepts (knowledge structure)
10. Understands the limitations of theory (relationship to theory)
15. Appreciates the corrigible and temporary state of knowledge (current vs. fundamental
knowledge)
Factor 4
1. Emphasises that one way is correct (security of knowledge)
18. Sees the subject matter as existing exclusively in one conceptual framework (knowledge
structure)
11. Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others (relationship to theory)
17. Relies only on facts (relationship to theory)
Factor 5
12. Has direct experience of the tourist industry (relation to context of industry)
13. Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis (ways of learning)
14. Is able to explain one idea in many different ways (knowledge structure)
specifically, the items in the factor seem to be almost wholly related to the extent to 
which a tourism academic updates his or her knowledge. This notion seems to be 
expressed by the name “Up-to-dateness”.
Factor 2 accounts for 11.1% of the total variance. Five items, from four TKQ 
dimensions, loaded on this factor as presented in Table 6.17. Their factor loadings 
ranged from .458 to .629. These items appear to reflect the tendencies of an academic 
to be analytical and knowing where to look for something. These tendencies seem to 
converge on what may be called “Secure base of fundamental knowledge”.
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As already stated the remaining three factors are not important. However, in much the 
same way as in the case of the teaching ability factors, their interpretation was pursued 
for exploratory purposes. It is worth stressing once more that due to the uniformly 
low eigenvalues and proportion of variance accounted for by these factors, no great 
emphasis should be placed on the interpretations reported here.
Factor 3 represents a set of deep approaches towards the subject matter. It may be 
described as “Academic orientation”. Its pattern is set by the high loadings of two 
items from the Knowledge structure dimension and the significant loadings of one item 
from each of the Relationship to theory and Current vs. fundamental knowledge scale 
fit this picture well.
In some respects, Factor 4 seems to contradict the pattern of Factor 3. As presented 
in Table 6.17, four items loaded on this factor. These four items seem to suggest a 
surface approach towards, and engagement with, the subject matter. Perhaps this 
pattern is best characterised as “Training orientation”.
Factor 5 is the last factor and accounts for the least of the total variance (4.2%). 
Table 6.17 presents the three items that loaded on this factor. Unfortunately these 
items do not seem to be related to any specific notion that would allow the 
interpretation of the factor. The factor is therefore considered to be indeterminate.
6.3 The teacher questionnaire survey
Data for this survey were collected with the use of a postal questionnaire for 
completion by teachers of tourism in higher education in the UK. The questionnaire 
contained a few questions relating to the background and experience of the respondent 
with the majority of the questions seeking, on a five-point scale, the views of the 
respondents to the bank of statements from the Q-sorts. The first wave of 
questionnaires was mailed in October 2002 from which 81 questionnaires were 
received. A reminder letter resulted in a further 44 returned questionnaires. Eight 
questionnaires were discarded because they were incomplete, leaving a total of 117 
usable replies (n = 117) from 43 HEIs. This represents a response rate of 58.5 percent, 
which is very good for educational research (Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2000).
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Examination of the background characteristics of the respondents revealed major 
differences in terms of their gender. Male response returns (67.5%) far outweighed 
female responses. The gender distribution of the sample is set out in Table 6.18
Table 6.18 The gender distribution of the teachers
6.3.1 Total sample characteristics
Gender Responses %
Male 79 67.5
Female 38 32.5
Total 117 100
The overwhelming majority of the tourism teachers surveyed were employed on a full­
time basis (96.6%). It is noteworthy that all part-time teachers surveyed were females. 
Table 6.19 sets out the distribution of the sample by mode of employment.
Table 6.19 Responses by mode of employment
Mode o f employment Responses %
Full-time 113 96.6
Part-time 4 3.4
Total 117 100
Academic rank for the sampled population was Lecturer 18.2%, Senior Lecturer 
45,3%, Principal Lecturer 13%, Reader 3% and Professor 20.5%. This information is 
set out in Figure 6.6, which also illustrates that higher academic ranks were staffed by 
male academics. The pattern emerging from the characteristics presented thus far is 
consistent with Phillips and Pugh’s (2000, p. 121) characterisation of university 
departments in Britain as “a predominantly male, full-time academic environment”, 
where female academics often occupy lower ranks in the academic hierarchy.
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Figure 6.6 Teacher distribution for academic rank and gender
Professor
■  Female
■  Male
From a respondent age mix perspective, well over a third (38.5%) of respondents were 
aged 40-49 and 29.1% were aged 30-39. Around a quarter of the staff surveyed were 
aged 50-59. Respondents under 30 and respondents above 60 years of age represented 
respectively a low 1.7% and 4.3% of the surveyed population. This information is 
presented in Figure 6.7.
Figure 6.7 Teachers’ age mix
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Teachers were also asked about their disciplinary background. Table 6.20 lists the 
range of “disciplines” within which tourism academics identified themselves. The 
results are quite interesting. From the table, it is evident that well over half (59.8%) of 
the teachers surveyed did not identify tourism as a discipline. Two possible 
explanations for this can be offered. First, these respondents did not feel closely 
affiliated to tourism, or, second, they did not perceive tourism as a discipline. In
30-39 40-49 50-59 Above 60
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Table 6.20 Teachers’ disciplinary background
Responses %
Tourism 47 40.2
Economics 16 13.7
Management 21 17.9
Geography 14 12
Sociology 14 12
Anthropology 1 0.9
Planning 3 2.6
Statistics 1 0.9
Total 117 100
either case, this evidence seems to support Tribe’s (1997, p. 644) proposition that 
“[tourism] academics are more likely to identify themselves within a community of 
others from a similar disciplinary background ... than place themselves within a 
tourism community”. The second interesting finding regards the large proportion 
(40.2%) of respondents who identified tourism as a discipline. This clearly 
contradicts with the proposition put forward in this study (based on the concept of 
Tribe’s (1997) “The indiscipline of tourism”) that tourism is not a discipline. Clearly, 
the disciplinary dilemma of tourism studies is yet to be resolved.
Teachers were also asked to provide information about their teaching experience, and 
their teaching experience at higher education level. The results in Table 6.21 show 
that the vast majority (76%) of the staff surveyed had more than 10 years teaching 
experience and.23.1% had been teaching for 5-9 years. Only one respondent was a 
teacher for less than 5 years.
Table 6.21 Years of teaching experience
Years o f teaching experience Responses %
Under 5 1 0.9
5-9 27 23.1
10-14 32 27.3
15+ 57 48.7
Total 117 100
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Interestingly, the distribution of teachers regarding their experience in higher education 
was very similar to that reported in the above table (see Table 6.22). In point of fact, 
63 respondents had teaching experience only at higher level. The similarity in the 
pattern of the distributions is also established by the proximate mean scores for the two 
variables. The staff surveyed had on average worked as teachers for 15.41 years, 
13.74 of which were spent in higher education.
Table 6.22 Years of teaching experience in higher education
Years o f teaching experience in HE Responses %
Under 5 1 0.9
5-9 29 24.8
10-14 41 35
15+ 46 39.3
Total 117 100
6.3.2 Tests of significance
The objective of this analysis was to explore the evaluation of teaching ability and 
teacher knowledge on the basis of the univariate variables (gender, age, academic rank, 
mode of employment, disciplinary background, years teaching experience, years 
teaching experience in HE) used to differentiate between the teacher groups of the 
study. For the purposes of this analysis, the independent samples t-test and the one­
way ANOVA were applied as appropriate. When there were serious violations of the 
assumptions of these tests (as when there was marked heterogeneity of variance, or the 
data were highly skewed), their non-parametric alternatives were employed. 
Calculations were based on the “sample grand mean score” (see section 6.2.2). The 
results from the tests did not reveal any statistically significant differences between any 
of the groups for either of the data sets. The details of this analysis for the teaching 
ability and the teacher knowledge data can be found respectively in Appendices E.l 
andF.l.
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Using the sample grand mean score as a basis for calculations, the values of various 
statistics have been computed, as summarised in Table 6.23.
Table 6.23 Statistics relating to teachers’ sample grand mean score for the teaching ability data
6.3.3 Teachers' evaluation of teaching ability
Mean 3.32
Median 3.58
Mode 2.64
Std. Deviation 0.99
Variance 0.98
From this, it can be seen that the distribution of the data is positively skewed slightly 
and the mode therefore has the lowest value, while the mean and the median are close 
together. With a mean of 3.32 and a standard deviation of 0.99, this means that 69.7% 
of the values fall within plus or minus one standard deviation of the mean (3.32 ± 0.99) 
and virtually all the values (98.2%) fall within plus or minus two standard deviations 
(3.32 ± 1.98). It can therefore be seen that the distribution is not too far from being 
symmetrical (see Appendix E.2).
In order to provide insight into the initial results of teachers’ responses to the teaching 
ability items, the means and standard deviations of each item are shown in Table 6.24. 
From the mean values reported in the table, it is clear that the teachers surveyed highly 
valued a number of items, such as:
• The teacher stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students (no. 29)
• The teacher develops students’ capacity to think for themselves (no. 14)
• The teacher encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and 
sense of achievement (no. 13)
• The teacher goes beyond the curriculum if the class will benefit from it (no. 16)
• The teacher diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the 
information in a different way (no. 5)
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Table 6.24 Teachers’ evaluation of teaching ability: means and standard deviations
No. Dimensions and their statements Mean SD
3.
Concern for students
The teacher adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students 3.16 1.26
5. The teacher diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the 
information in a different way 3.87 1.21
13. The teacher encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and 
sense of achievement 3.94 1.10
14. The teacher develops students’ capacity to think for themselves 4.03 1.31
20. The teacher explores with students new approaches and meanings 3.80 1.23
23. When planning lessons, the teacher takes under consideration students’ prior 
learning 2.89 1.29
24. The teacher gives more support to those students identified as being less able 
to learn independently 2.94 1.08
6.
Stimulation
The teacher commends effort on the part of students 3.23 1.52
7. The teacher uses marks as a form of motivation 2.20 1.16
9. The teacher brings examples from the field 3.72 1.42
15. The teacher uses examples to uncover principles 3.71 1.36
22. The teacher paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts 3.44 1.12
26. The teacher compliments students on their work in front of others 2.90 1.34
29. The teacher stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students 4.12 1.20
2.
Classroom technique
The teacher prepares students for employment 2.87 1.31
4. The teacher sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them 2.67 1.38
10. The teacher announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning 3.18 1.58
16. The teacher goes beyond the curriculum if the class will benefit from it 3.94 1.16
19. The teacher connects lectures to reading 3.06 1.43
25. The teacher varies teaching approach according to content 3.56 1.21
30. The teacher uses many examples 3.50 1.22
1.
Control
The teacher maintains a friendly atmosphere, but maintains the authority of 
the teacher 3.21 1.44
8. When the teacher argues with students this is not hostile 2.99 1.55
11. The teacher keeps everything according to schedule 2.40 1.26
12. The teacher invites the students to comment critically on his/her teaching 
performance 3.38 1.26
17. The teacher is consistent in administering discipline 2.56 1.37
18. The teacher carefully times lectures 2.60 1.36
21. The teacher corrects spelling 1.98 1.20
27. The teacher maintains order without apparent effort 3.34 1.43
28. The teacher explains to students how their work will be assessed 2.99 1.61
From this set of items it appears that the development and stimulation of students’ 
intellectual/thinking skills is the characteristic most strongly associated with excellent 
teachers by tourism academics. Indeed, it should be noted that the two statements 
implying this conception (nos. 14 and 29) are the only teaching ability items which 
received a mean score above 4. Moreover, it is noteworthy that these two items also
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received high mean scores from the students. It is also worth highlighting that when 
taken together, the statements with the highest mean scores seem to deal with teacher 
behaviours that denote a concern for students’ personal (internal) aspect of teaching. 
In comparing this list of high performing items (in terms of their mean scores) with the 
relevant list reported for the student groups (see section 6.2.3), only items 14 and 29 
appear in both lists. This, however, should not be taken to imply a marked degree of 
difference of opinion between teachers and students. This is because all the items that 
received high means based on students’ responses, also performed consistently well 
(above 3.70) for the teacher groups. Rather, the different items in the two lists should 
be taken to imply a difference of emphasis ascribed by the two groups to different 
aspects of teaching. Hence, on the basis of the items’ mean scores, teachers appeal' to 
associate excellent teaching with the intellectual development of students, rather than 
with the teaching task of facilitation.
Table 6.24 also demonstrates the items with the lowest means:
• The teacher sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them (no. 4)
• The teacher carefully times lectures (no. 18)
• The teacher is consistent in administering discipline (no. 17)
• The teacher keeps everything according to schedule (no. 11)
• The teacher uses marks as a form of motivation (no. 7)
• The teacher corrects spelling (no. 21)
According to this set of statements, it was the regulative activities of the teacher that 
were more strongly associated with the normal levels of competence expected from 
teachers of tourism. A similar proposition was made with respect to students’ 
responses (see section 6.2.3). Moreover, it is interesting to note that all statements 
with a score below the mean of 3 for the student groups, also received low scores here.
With respect to the wider picture emerging from the mean scores and standard 
deviations reported in Table 6.24, three interesting points can be made. First, there 
appears to be a balance between high (above the mid-point of the scale) and low 
scoring (below the mid-point of the scale) items. This perhaps suggests that the 
questionnaire items captured adequately a range of teachers’ attitudes towards
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teaching ability. Second, no item received a rating below the mean score of 1. This 
can be attributed to the fact that negative items were avoided from the early stages of 
the item generation process. Third, all items displayed moderately high standard 
deviation values. The most obvious interpretation of this relatively high dispersion of 
the data values around the mean scores, is that the responses of teachers covered a 
relatively wide span of attitudes towards teaching ability (as captured by the points in 
the semantic differential scale). Following that the process of teaching evaluation is 
inherent with subjectivity (see section 4.5), this is not surprising.
In an attempt to provide further insight into teachers’ initial responses to the teaching 
ability items the sample was divided in two groups: teachers closely related to tourism 
and management (n = 68); and those who identified themselves outside these fields (i.e. 
the rest of the sample, n = 49) (see Table 6.20). The mean scores for the items from 
the responses of the two sub-samples were then investigated. Previous studies by 
Hativa and Marincovich (1995) and Braxton and Hargens (1996) have suggested that 
there are distinct ways of thinking about, talking about and acting on teaching, which 
vary according to one’s disciplinary background. Following the results of these 
studies, it was thought that by dividing the sample in this way some important insights 
into potential variations between teachers with different disciplinary backgrounds in 
their orientations to teaching might be gained. In effect, the division of the sample is 
one between vocational and purer forms of knowledge and understanding (see Barnett, 
1997a; Tribe, 1999). The results of this analysis did not reveal any differences in the 
pattern of responses between the two groups (see Appendix E.3).
6.3.4 Assessing the reliability of the teaching ability scale
The purpose of this analysis was to assess the reliability of the teaching ability scale 
based on teachers’ responses. Although reliability may be assessed in a number of 
ways, this study adopted the most commonly accepted measures of item-total 
correlations and internal consistency reliability based on Cronbach’s Alpha (Hinkin,
1995). Table 6.25 shows the corrected item-total correlation and Alpha if item deleted 
for each item, as well as the overall Alpha for the scale.
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Table 6.25 Reliability analysis of the teaching ability scale (teachers)
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlation a
Alpha if 
item 
deleted
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlationa
Alpha if 
item 
deleted
3 Concern for 
students
.51* .963 2 Classroom
technique
.47* .963
5 .65* .962 4 .69* .962
13 .46* .963 10 .78* .961
14 .65* .962 16 .49* .963
20 .58* .963 19 .80* .961
23 .77* .961 25 .79* .961
24 .64* .962 30 .67* .962
6 Stimulation .83* .961 1 Control .65* .962
7 .58* .963 8 .78* .961
9 .82* .961 11 .69* .962
15 .79* .961 12 .52* .963
22 .60* .962 17 .70* .962
26 .64* .962 18 .72* .962
29 .63* .962 21 .52* .963
Total Scale Reliability: Cronbach’s Alpha = .963 27 .65* .962
28 .84* .961
a Pearson correlation coefficient between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items o f the 
scale.
* Correlation is significant at the .01 level
As can be seen from the table, the overall Alpha is a surprisingly high .963. The 
reliabilities with the split-half method, too, are higher than expected: Alpha for part 1 = 
.929 and Alpha for part 2 =  .931. To obtain reliabilities in the .90s for evaluative 
judgments -  and note that the split-half reliabilities were calculated separately, each on 
the basis of 15 items -  is worthy of special notice. Evidently the teaching ability scale 
has substantial reliability.
The strong internal consistency reliability for the scale provides evidence that the items 
in the scale measure the same construct (teaching ability). Indeed, the results from the 
item-total correlations, all positive and some of them substantial (.46 to .84; all p < 
,01), suggest that each item was a good indicator of the measured construct.
The standard item-analytic method reported above was used to assess the reliability of 
the teaching ability scale. However, because the scale also contains nominated 
dimensions the method was extended by correlating each item with the total score of
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its corresponding dimension. In this ease, each sub-scale was treated as a 
umdimensional instrument defined by a group of items. Table 6.26 presents this 
information along with the overall Alpha and mean score of each dimension.
The results from this analysis are clear-cut. All items show high correlations with the 
total score of the scale to which they were assigned (.44 to 83). Moreover, the 
reliabilities of all dimensions were considerably high, well above the proposed 
minimum of .70. These results suggest that the observed variables serve as good 
indicators of the proposed scales.
The table also shows that the mean scores of three of the dimensions (Concern for 
students, Stimulation, Classroom technique) are moderately high. As with the results 
from the student groups, the lowest mean score was recorded for the Control 
dimension (p = 2.83).
Table 6.26 Reliability analysis of the four teaching ability dimensions (teachers)
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlation a
Alpha Mean No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlationa
Alpha Mean
3 Concern for 
students
.51 .850 3.52 2 Classroom
technique
.44 .852 3.25
5 .65 4 .62
13 .54 10 .75
14 .67 16 .40
20 .61 19 .73
23 68 25 .69
24 .62 30 .69
6 Stimulation .76 .877 3.33 1 Control .64 .908 2.83
7 .53 8 .74
9 .79 11 .72
15 .80 12 .52
22 .57 17 .76
26 .58 18 .79
29 .59 21 .51
27 .67
28 .83
n Pearson correlation coefficient between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items o f  the 
proposed dimension to which the item was allocated.
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Although the initial purpose for this stage of the analysis was to bear more directly on 
the underlying dimensions of the set of teaching ability variables by conducting further 
factor analytic work, the number of returned questionnaires (n = 117) was not 
adequate for this purpose (see section 5.6.5). In this case, the analysis was restricted 
to a calculation of the inter-dimension correlations between the proposed teaching 
ability scales. Table 6.27 was generated to facilitate this analysis.
Table 6.27 Inter-dimension correlations (teaching ability data)
6.3.5 Teaching ability data - inter-dimension correlations
Concern for 
students
Stimulation Classroom
technique
Control
Concern for students 1.00
Stimulation .660 1.00
Classroom technique .691 .610 1.00
Control .607 .457 .626 1.00
The idea behind this line of inquiry is that a low correlation (< .30) would indicate that 
the proposed dimensions might exist as independent constructs, while a negative 
correlation would suggest that the proposed dimensions are alternatives. A positive 
correlation would suggest that the proposed dimensions are redundant; one dimension 
is a combination of two or more of the other dimensions (Tabachnick and Fidell,
1996). Put simply, if the proposed dimensions were to emerge as distinct factors, the 
correlations in the table should be either negative or below .30. As can be seen from 
the table, all inter-dimension correlations are very high. These findings seem to 
suggest that despite the gratifying evidence from the reliability analysis, the proposed 
structure was not representative of the structure of the measure.
6.3.6 Teachers' evaluation of teacher knowledge
Based on the sample grand mean score, the values of various statistics regarding the 
teacher knowledge data have been computed. These are summarised in Table 6.28.
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Table 6.28 Statistics relating to teachers’ sample grand mean score for the teacher knowledge data
Mean 3.72
Median 3.69
Mode 3.09
Std. Deviation 0.53
Variance 0.26
It can be seen that the mean, median and mode are very similar. Moreover, reference 
to Appendix F.2 shows that 69.9% of the values fall within plus or minus one standard 
deviation of the mean, that is, between 4.25 and 3.19 (i.e. 3.72 ± 0.53) and all the 
values fall within plus or minus three standard deviations of the mean. It can therefore 
be seen that the distribution tends towards normality.
The initial results of teachers’ responses to the statements, showing means and 
standard deviations for each item of the teacher knowledge scale, are illustrated in 
Table 6.29. From this, it can be seen that the highest mean scores were recorded for 
the following statements:
• Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite and answer questions in class 
(no. 4)
• Uses theory from more than one discipline (no. 3)
• Reviews and modifies knowledge on the basis of new developments in the field (no. 
6)
• Is aware of the key developments in the field (no. 29)
• Understands the limitations of theoiy (no. 10)
• Is involved in academic research in tourism (no. 9)
• Has knowledge that draws upon time, not just the most recent (no. 22)
• Uses examples from the tourism industry (no. 2)
• Is able to explain one idea in many different ways (no. 14)
• Is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts and techniques appropriately 
(no. 27)
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Table 6.29 Teachers’ evaluation of teacher knowledge: means and standard deviations
No. Dimensions and their statements Mean SD
7.
Ways o f learning 
Follows big name writers 2.52 0.92
9. Is involved in academic research in tourism 4.25 0.82
13. Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis 3.91 0.84
26. Consults with peers and other tourism professionals 3.97 0.78
28. Reads research reports and more informal studies 3.79 0.82
2.
Relation to context o f industry 
Uses examples from the tourist industry 4.15 0.84
8. Has regular contact with the tourist industry 3.77 0.88
12. Has direct experience of the tourist industry 3.10 1.00
21. Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about the industry 3.94 0.77
29. Is aware of the key developments in the field 4.26 0.72
14.
Knowledge structure
Is able to explain one idea in many different ways 4.13 0.73
18. Sees the subject matter as existing exclusively in one conceptual framework 1.45 0.73
23. Constr ucts subject matter as a web of central interconnected concepts 3.87 0.82
24. Uses alternative representations of subject matter 3.74 0.88
27. Is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts and techniques 
appropriately 4.05 0.72
1.
Security o f knowledge 
Emphasises that one way is correct 1.32 0.67
4. Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite and answer questions in 
class 4.32 0.85
16. Checks the validity of their knowledge through debated and critiques at the 
group level 3.87 0.90
25. Emphasises common sense 3.21 0.95
30. Is sufficiently confident to discard many of the theories that are fashionable at 
the time 3.66 0.90
3.
Relationship to theory
Uses theory from more than one discipline 4.31 0.75
10. Understands the limitations of theory 4.26 0.73
11. Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others 1.58 0.91
17. Relies only on facts 1.71 0.81
19. Is able to use theoretical bases in order to illuminate/challenge industry 
practice 3.59 0.78
5.
Current vs. fundamental knowledge
Has main aim of getting up-to-date information out of the journals 3.50 1.13
6. Reviews and modifies knowledge on the basis of new developments in the field 4.29 0.80
15. Appreciates the corrigible and temporary state of knowledge 3.93 0.85
20. Values up-to-date material above established knowledge 2.80 1.09
22. Has knowledge that draws upon literature over time, not just the most recent 4.19 0.64
From this latter set of statements it appears that, in very much the same way as in the 
case of students’ responses, a secure and plural (in the way it is organised and 
represented) knowledge base, is highly associated with the expert tourism academic (as 
perceived by teachers). In fact, all good performing statements (in terms of their
Main Survey Findings 255
mean) from the student groups (see section 6.2.6), are also included in the above list. 
Other statements in the list also appear to indicate that being up-to-date is also 
associated with expertise in the field.
The lowest mean scores were recorded for the following items:
• Values up-to-date material above established knowledge (no. 20)
• Follows big name writers (no. 7)
• Relies only on facts (no. 17)
• Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others (no. 11)
• Sees subject matter as existing exclusively in one conceptual framework (no. 18)
• Emphasises that one way is correct (no. 1)
According to this set of statements, inflexibility in the organisation of knowledge and a 
dismissal of alternative representations are the characteristics least associated with 
expert tourism academics. It is very interesting to note that this list of low performing 
statements is identical with the respective list from the student groups.
The table also highlights that, for the first time in this study, almost half of the items in 
the scale received either a very high (above the mean score of 4) or a low rating (below 
the mean score of 2). One speculation for this, is that some of the items managed to 
capture some strong views towards teacher knowledge. However, it should be noted 
that once more, no item scored below the mean of 1. Finally, it is worth stressing that 
all items displayed relatively low standard deviations, certainly the lowest recorded in 
this questionnaire survey. This perhaps suggests a relative commonality of teachers’ 
attitudes towards the items in the teacher knowledge scale.
At this stage, following the same line of inquiry adopted for the teaching ability data, 
the sample was once more divided in two groups (as described in section 6.3.3) and 
the means for the teacher knowledge items from the responses of the two sub-samples 
were examined. No differences in the pattern of responses between the two groups 
were identified (see Appendix F.3).
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Table 6.30 Reliability analysis of the teacher knowledge scale (teachers)
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlationa
Alpha if 
item 
deleted
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlationa
Alpha if 
item 
deleted
1 Security o f 
knowledge
.07 .892 3 Relationship 
to theory
.50* .865
4 .59* .883 10 .40* .868
16 .52* .885 11 .29* .869
25 .34* .889 17 .23 .871
30 .47* .886 19 .49* .865
2 Relation to 
context o f 
industry
.46* .886 7 Ways o f 
learning
.35* .868
8 .40* .887 9 .36* .869
12 .24 .891 13 .46* .864
21 .68* .882 26 .63* .863
29 .62* .883 28 .64* .860
5 Current vs. 
fundamental 
knowledge
.51* .885 14 Knowledge
structure
.55* .864
6 .55* .884 18 .19 .870
15 .38* .888 23 .38* .868
20 .36* .890 24 .42* .865
22 .58* .885 27 .60* .862
Total Scale Reliability: Cronbach’s Alpha = .890
a Pearson correlation coefficient between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items of the 
scale.
* Correlation is significant at the .01 level
6.3.7 Assessing the reliability of the teacher knowledge scale
The purpose of this stage of the analysis was to establish the reliability of the teacher 
knowledge scale, based the responses from the teacher groups. The basic concern here 
was with the consistency of items within the investigated construct. This was assessed 
with the use of the standard item-analytic method (item-total correlations) and the 
application of the internal consistency method and its variant, the split-half method. 
Table 6.30 sets out the corrected item-total correlation and Alpha if item deleted for 
each item, as well as the overall Alpha for the scale.
As can be seen from the table, the overall Alpha for the scale is .890, well-above the 
.70 level. Application of the split-half method also produced high Alpha coefficients 
for each half of the scale: Alpha for part 1 = .775 and Alpha for part 2 = .831. Such
Main Survey Findings 257
large reliability coefficients provide an indication of strong item homogeneity and 
suggests that the sampling domain has adequately been captured (Churchill, 1979).
The coefficients in the table are product-moment r’s and were obtained by correlating 
the scores on each individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items. 
The correlations between the total score of the scale and the majority of the items were 
medium to high (running from .34 to .68). However, five items (1, 11, 12, 17, 18) did 
not reach the .30 level. Although items that correlate low with total scores are often 
eliminated to improve total scale reliability, examination of what the overall Alpha 
would be for the scale if these items were deleted (Alpha if item deleted) did not reveal 
any significant improvements on the overall scale score of .890. All items were 
therefore retained for further testing.
The next stage of this analysis involved the assessment of the reliability of each 
nominated dimension. For the purpose of this case, items were assigned to their 
corresponding dimensions and their relationship with the total score of this dimension 
was examined. Table 6.31 illustrates the reliability, mean score, and the corrected 
item-total correlations for each dimension.
From the table it can be seen that the resulting internal consistency reliabilities for most 
of the dimensions were less than .70. The exception in this was the Relation to context 
of industry, which marginally reached the .70 level. Moreover, all dimensions with low 
reliability coefficients also had a number of items that correlated poorly (< .30) with 
the total score of the dimension. While it is troubling that this number of measures did 
not reach the minimum acceptable standard for demonstrating internal consistency, it 
should be stressed that the studies from which the proposed dimensions were drawn, 
were neither developed through nor designed for factor analytic work. Following that, 
the proposed teacher knowledge dimensions always run the risk of displaying low 
reliability scores. The important conclusion from these analyses is that while the items 
do not appear to correspond directly to the dimensions in which they were assigned, 
they do have an important contribution to the evaluation of teacher knowledge (hence 
the high overall Alpha for the scale).
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Table 6.31 Reliability analysis of the six teacher knowledge dimensions (teachers)
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlation a
Alpha Mean No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlation a
Alpha Mean
1 Security of 
knowledge
.06 A ll 3.27 3 Relationship 
to theory
.34 .476 3.16
4 .39 10 .24
16 .26 11 .20
25 .27 17 .25
30 .28 19 .26
2 Relation to 
context of 
industry
.45 .715 3.84 7 Ways of 
learning
.20 .651 3.69
8 .54 9 .39
12 .34 13 .42
21 .59 26 .48
29 .50 28 .58
5 Cunent vs. 
fundamental 
knowledge
.47 .631 3.74 14 Knowledge
structure
.46 .616 3.45
6 .40 18 -.03
15 .38 23 .54
20 .32 24 .59
22 .42 27 .35
a Pearson correlation coefficient between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items of the 
proposed dimension to which the item was allocated.
6 .3 .8  T e a c h e r  k n o w l e d g e  d a t a  -  i n t e r - d i m e n s i o n  c o r r e l a t i o n s
Initially, the intention for this stage of the analysis was to determine the nature of 
underlying patterns among the teacher knowledge items by using factor analysis. 
However, the sample of 117 teachers obtained in this study was not adequate for 
factor analytic work. As a result, the analysis was restricted to a calculation of the 
inter-dimension correlations between the proposed teacher knowledge scale (see 
section 6.3.5 for the rationale underlying the use of this line of inquiry). Table 6.32 
illustrates the results of this analysis. The large number of high correlations among the 
proposed dimensions indicate that the proposed structure was not representative of the 
structure of the teacher knowledge measure.
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Table 6.32 Inter-dimension correlations (teacher knowledge data)
Ways of 
learning
Relation to 
context o f  
industiy
Knowledge
structure
Security
of
knowledge
Relationship 
to theory
Current vs. 
fundamental 
knowledge
Ways of learning 1.00
Relation to context of industiy 574 1.00
Knowledge structure .547 .422 1.00
Security o f knowledge .355 .302 .392 1.00
Relationship to theory .313 .316 .283 .220 1.00
Current vs. fundamental knowledge .230 .319 .306 .324 .390 1.00
6.4 Conclusion
From the statistical results presented in this chapter, it seems clear that the proposed 
hidden structure for both the teaching ability and the teacher knowledge scales was not 
supported. As indicated in the preceding sections, the factor analysis of the two scales 
has given four primary factors or “dimensions” of good teaching, from the perspective 
of the students, which were different from expectation. These have been designated 
as: Structural organisation of knowledge; Person-oriented intellectual reinforcement; 
Up-to-dateness; and Secure base of fundamental knowledge. Additional evidence 
supporting the existence of these factors was supplied by study of the teachers’ 
responses. While the conclusions drawn from the responses of the teacher groups 
cannot be said to be definite (the analysis was restricted to standard item analytic and 
reliability methods), there appears to be sufficient similarity with the students’ data to 
indicate that major dimensions of good teaching can be identified with some 
consistency. Indeed, the remarkable similarity between the data from the student and 
the teacher groups suggest that the research has, perhaps, isolated some of the basic 
ingredients for what makes good teaching.
7
Discussion and Conclusions
7.1 Review
The overall aim of this thesis has been to provide the background and findings of a 
study of the evaluation of teaching tourism in higher education in the UK. Specifically, 
it aimed to explore the key dimensions on which teaching can be evaluated and, with 
reference to the views of tourism students and teachers, to identify the main factors 
that are associated with good teaching. In pursuing these aims, the discussion in this 
thesis has moved on three levels.
First, this thesis has explored the development of tourism education as a background to 
considering the nature, problems and pressures associated with its current state. This 
macroscopic level of analysis has then served to consolidate the features identified at 
the microscopic level of tourism educational research. One of the central matters 
addressed in this discussion has been the large extent to which the development of 
tourism education has been driven by a strong vocational ethos. This vocational 
emphasis is so entrenched and so pervasive in its effects that is to be found at all levels 
of tourism education. Thus, the tourism studies that is developing in higher education 
tends to be crystallising around the business interdisciplinarity approach, favouring the 
vocational aspects of tourism. Much of tourism knowledge is generated for external 
reasons and profitability. Provision has been strongly rooted in practice and the 
purposes of the curriculum are felt to lie in the promotion of specified competencies 
and outcomes, which are useful for performing actions in the tourism industry.
This emerging orthodoxy carries over into tourism educational research. Indeed, the 
predominant feature of research into tourism education is the susceptibility of its 
agenda to dictation by non-academic interests. These interests open up the way to
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political and commercial intervention, and have led in many situations to a heavy 
emphasis on research work oriented to external aims, at the expense of those areas of 
inquiry whose direction is determined by predominantly academic considerations. In 
this context, teaching, with its inbuilt academic character, is losing its potency as a 
legitimate area of educational study. It is in connection with this last point that this 
study sought to add a perspective by addressing issues about the nature and the 
evaluation of teaching tourism in higher education.
On a second level of discussion, this thesis has tried to map out the key themes that, in 
the author’s view, any attempt to offer a comprehensive educational theoiy of teaching 
in higher education has to tackle. For one of the motivations behind the thesis is the 
sense that current research practices in tourism higher education are too little 
supported by an examination of fundamental teaching issues and of the relevant 
epistemological and methodological assumptions. In effect, this inquiry has amounted 
to an analytical review of the conceptual and methodological foundations of research 
on teaching. From this analysis two orientations for researching into teaching have 
emerged: naturalism with its emphasis on the observable actions of teachers; and the 
alternative interpretive view with its focus on the cognitive processes of teachers. The 
central claim made here is that basing research designs on a single orientation results in 
a partial account of the possible aspects of teaching. On these grounds, this basic split 
in research orientation was built into an alternative framework for the study of teaching 
in the form of two key dimensions, namely teaching ability and teacher knowledge. 
Following the difference in their respective relative emphases on behaviour or thought, 
by proposing that these two dimensions should be studied together the argument is put 
forward that teaching can be fully understood only when the alternative orientations 
are brought together.
It should be noticed that, in taking up this particular stance, no attempt has been made 
to offer what might be termed, to use Schwab’s (1978, p. 220) terminology, a “grand 
strategy” of teaching. That is to say, no attempt has been made to develop an 
overarching framework which might offer some definitive sense of all the available 
approaches to the study of teaching. It has been implicit in the present argument that 
such an approach would be illegitimate. No super-theory of teaching in higher
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education is available, in the sense of making the subsidiary theories redundant. No 
ultimate vantage point is attainable through which a unifying normative theory can be 
glimpsed. To repeat, different approaches to the study of teaching reflect contrasting 
value positions and alternative conceptions of the activity, between which there can be 
no ultimate resolution.
It is also worth reiterating a point made at the start of the thesis. Even if the specific 
argument offered here is not fully accepted, it is still hoped that the general topics 
raised will be acknowledged as establishing much of the framework for any attempt to 
develop a substantiated teaching perspective on tourism higher education. As Barnett 
(1992) argues, no educational theory of higher education deserves to be taken 
seriously unless it attracts some wider support. One crucial test, therefore, of the 
argument here is simply the degree of support it gains from the different interest 
groups concerned with tourism educational research.
The third level of discussion in this thesis has focused on the methodological aspects of 
the study -  the ways in which field data were collected. Having dismissed the 
possibility of any one strategy being best, the claim was made that this point also holds 
at the level of the research methods accompanying these strategies. Following this, the 
view advocated here is one of thinking about research on teaching in terms of 
methodological approaches that blend methods traditionally labeled 
quantitative/naturalist or qualitative/interpretive for the particular phenomena under 
investigation. In this sense, the frequently encountered demand in the field of 
educational research that an inquirer be “either/or” (see Chapter 3) is replaced here by 
the injunction to employ both approaches in combination or, as Cronbach et al (1980, 
p. 223) have put it, to “draw on both styles at appropriate times and in appropriate 
amounts”.
Following this point, Q-methodology was introduced as a measuring procedure used to 
establish common dimensions by which teaching ability and teacher knowledge could 
be evaluated. The appropriateness of Q for the purposes of this research was 
established on two grounds. First, Q-methodology is especially suited in cases where 
the very existence of concepts have not been established. Evaluation of teaching 
comes into this category. There is still very little consensus in educational circles about
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what good teaching is. Second, the methodological and philosophical perspectives 
underlying Q-methodology are consistent with the critique of the naturalist/interpretive 
frameworks and their associated methods put forward in this thesis. As a 
methodology, Q embraces a distinctive research orientation towards the incorporation 
of these alternative conceptual and methodological perspectives. The outcome of this 
stage of the research was a set of statements and dimensions for the evaluation of 
teaching.
These statements then provided the basis for the main fieldwork of this research, 
involving questionnaire surveys of teachers and students from which the main factors 
that are associated with good teaching were identified. The investigation here was 
directed at the measurement and identification of underlying themes, and in this sense it 
was predominantly quantitative. However, there is no contradiction here. Although 
the approach taken at this stage of the research took on a quantitative aspect this 
should not be taken to imply that it subscribed to the view which treats the world of 
teaching as being hard, external and objective reality. Rather it should be perceived as 
part of the wider conceptual and methodological framework of this study, grounded in 
the particular view of teaching advanced in this thesis (the key dimensions on which 
teachers vary were built into the present stage) and leading directly from the output of 
the Q-methodological part of the study (as already indicated the Q-statements provided 
the basis for the questionnaire surveys). What follows is a presentation of the 
interpretation and implications of the research results generated in this main part of the 
research for the areas of tourism higher education in general, and tourism teaching in 
particular.
7.2 Making sense of good teaching
The results from the students responses to teaching reported in this thesis, contain 
elements that are disappointing and predictable but at the same time they also identify 
some important messages about teaching in tourism. As far as the disappointment is 
concerned the fact that the hidden structure did not emerge more clearly from the 
fieldwork findings is in some ways disappointing. This is all the more so in light of the 
extensive review of the literature and two rounds of the Q-sort. There is an important
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lesson here that the Q-sort, on its own, can only be a preliminary stage. It has helped 
clarify some of the dimensions of the subjective judgements, and in this study it is 
undoubtedly associated with the achievement of the high Alpha values, but in the end 
this can only provide the starting point for the fieldwork.
However, notwithstanding the poor fit with the hidden structure, the two dominant 
dimensions for the final results, both for teaching ability and teacher knowledge, do 
point to some important ingredients for what makes good teaching, at least from the 
perspective of the students. What appears to be of key importance, as far as teaching 
ability is concerned, are the ways in which the teacher stimulates the students’ thinking 
and the way in which they organise the classes. For the dimension relating to teacher 
knowledge the important issues are being up-to-date and confident in their knowledge.
Although the results from the teacher survey are not conclusive because they could not 
be submitted to factor analysis, a look at the good performing items (in terms of their 
mean scores) from both the teaching ability and the teacher knowledge scales, suggests 
a high degree of similarity with the students’ responses. For the dimension of teaching 
ability, good teaching is again associated with the development and stimulation of 
students’ thinking and intellectual skills. However, also in relation to teaching ability, 
it has to be pointed out that teachers did not ascribe as high a degree of importance to 
the teaching task of facilitation (i.e. the organisation of classes). With respect to the 
dimension of teacher knowledge, in very much the same way as in the case of students’ 
responses, being up-to-date and confident in their knowledge are the issues of key 
importance.
Within these it is worth noting a specific tourism characteristic. Specific statements 
relating to “new developments in the field”, “examples from the tourism industry”, 
“key developments in the field” and “sources of information about the industry” all 
point to an emphasis, among the surveyed respondents, on the industry specific aspect 
of tourism studies. There is clearly a recognition by students and academics of the 
need for tourism teachers to be up-to-date in their knowledge.
Many of the findings are not particularly surprising. It is not unexpected that students 
rely on the teachers to organise their material or look to them to stimulate their
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thinking. Nor, for what are mainly designed as industry specific courses, is it in any 
way odd that teachers are expected to be current with information about tourism. 
However, a glance at the statements included in the top two factors for each dimension 
from the student survey, as well as in the good performing statements from the 
responses of the teacher groups, suggest that the students’ and teachers’ views do 
extend beyond simple vocationalism. Statements about “connects lectures to reading”, 
“explores ... new approaches and meanings”, “develops ... capacity to think for 
themselves”, “stimulates intellectual curiosity”, “reviews and modifies knowledge”, 
“confidence to discard ... theories”, “encourages ... through intrinsic factors” all 
suggest a deeper level of understanding of the purpose of higher education for tourism. 
Students are clearly not at University solely for industiy specific relevance but are also 
seeking a deeper set of experiences, which are also recognised by tourism teachers. 
This of course clearly links to the debate about the curriculum and the tension between 
industry and academic aspects of tourism that has tended to dominate the literature in 
the field.
7.3 Mind the gap
In Chapter 2, compelling evidence and arguments were produced to suggest that, as 
far as tourism is concerned, the curriculum is mainly being framed as a vocational one, 
dominated by business, managerial and instrumental aims. Indeed empirical evidence 
in most recent publications support the existence of these partial and incomplete 
framings of tourism curricula. For example, a forthcoming study of tourism degree 
and postgraduate level courses in the UK concludes that:
“As far as orientation is concerned there remains a clear bias towards business
and management both at undergraduate and postgraduate levels with business
studies subjects occupying predominant positions in the content of many courses”.
(Airey and Johnson, forthcoming, p. 40)
In part, as Tribe (1999, p. 103) has suggested, this orientation is influenced by a 
utilitarian ethos of knowledge, which judges success “by its ability to solve a particular 
problem, its cost effectiveness, and its ability to establish competitive advantage, that is 
its effectiveness in the real world”. For tourism studies in particular, the link with the
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successful operation of a sector of the economy is perhaps more pronounced than for 
education in general. The original rational for the study of tourism was prompted in 
large measure by a desire to meet the perceived needs of a growing tourism industry 
(Airey, 2002) and, as indicated by the findings of this study, the industry specific 
continues to provide a crucial and desirable ingredient to the teaching experience.
Clearly, there are strong arguments in favour of a vocational tourism education. 
Confined to vocational-action, and using the kind of framework developed by the NLG 
(Holloway, 1995), tourism studies provide a robust and industrially relevant area of 
education which can justify its existence on vocational grounds. In many ways, at least 
in the short term, the vocational-action oriented curriculum closely fits the needs of the 
key stakeholders in tourism education: the employers, the students and the educators. 
An emphasis on providing process/extradisciplinary knowledge relating to utilitarian 
ends helps meet employers’ immediate workforce needs, it provides students with 
fairly good initial employment prospects and it ensures that the educators have a good 
demand by students for their programmes of study (Airey, 2003). Indeed, this 
combination is often seen as one of the strengths and successes of this aspect of 
education (Airey, 1995).
However, there is another important dimension to this. The focus of a vocational 
tourism education has a particular discourse and represents a constellation of beliefs 
that amount to a routinised formula for determining how things should be done 
(Scrimshaw, 1983). The ends are those of enhancement of tourism business 
organisations which in turn aim to deliver tourist satisfaction (Tribe, 1999). This 
implies a short-term, instrumental concern with knowledge -  a pursuit of means of 
technical efficiency rather than the means to a stimulating and penetrating education. 
Following this, a gap has been unearthed within the context of this study between the 
students’ and teachers’ understanding of the purpose of higher education for tourism, 
and the nature of the current provision. Whilst the stated focus of provision remains 
that of preparing graduates for the world of work in the tourism and other industries, 
teachers and students in tourism higher education take a broader perspective, seeking a 
deeper set of experiences. It is argued here that closing, or at least nan-owing, this gap
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represents an outstanding challenge to tourism higher education -  a challenge which 
has meaning at all levels of scale and for most activities in tourism.
In this study, the view developed by Tribe (1997, 1999, 2000a) and others is shared, 
that insufficient interaction across such a gap, and therefore between industry and 
academic aspects of tourism, sets serious limitations to the achievable basic 
understanding of the wider world of tourism as well as limiting unnecessarily the basis 
for policy-making and action. Airey (2003) has caught the essence of the problem:
“The sheer growth of tourism has brought with it not just economic benefits but a 
whole range of other impacts both positive and negative. The outcome is that the 
successful development of tourism increasingly needs not only skilled operators of 
existing procedures but also a cadre who in Tribe’s terms pay attention to the 
good stewardship of the scarce tourism resources. In other words, what tourism 
increasingly requires is individuals and managers who can take a longer and 
broader view of tourism both to satisfy societal goals but also to permit the 
destinations and enterprises to maintain their resources and achieve competitive 
advantage.”
Within this context, process knowledge and the vocational-action area of the 
curriculum are not sufficient in themselves to meet the needs of the future. It is 
increasingly important to move beyond these into other areas of the curriculum space 
and this calls for an education which encourages vocational competence balanced by 
competence that seeks better development of the wider tourism world. The important 
finding to emerge from this work in relation to this, is that the need for this aggregative 
approach to education (Raffe, 1994) appears to be realised by students and teaching 
faculty in tourism higher education in the UK. In this connection, Tribe’s curriculum 
concept of the philosophic practitioner is especially relevant.
7.4 The curriculum concept of the philosophic practitioner
Over recent years, in the field of tourism education, Tribe (1999, 2002c) in the UK has 
developed a curriculum concept bearing the name of “the philosophic practitioner”. 
The idea is both powerful and productive, but is in essence simple. It is that if the
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tourism curriculum is restricted too tightly to the vocational-action area of the 
curriculum space, the education provision does not do justice to the individual 
students, to the industry, or to the subject area itself. It is as a response to these issues 
arising from partial framings of the tourism curriculum that the concept of the 
philosophic practitioner is developed, mapping an education the aim of which is to 
promote a balance between satisfying the demands of business and the wider aims for 
the tourism world. In Tribe’s (2002c, p. 340) terminology, the purpose is to integrate 
knowledge from across the fields to encourage “vocational competence” balanced by 
“ethical competence”.
The elements of the philosophical practitioner curriculum are depicted in Figure 7.1, 
where the matrix that divides up the ends and stance of curriculum space (see Figure 
2.4) is revisited. As illustrated, the curriculum aim for the graduating philosophic 
practitioner is to develop knowledge and skills in all four quadrants of the curriculum 
space. Although in the figure the domains remain separated for purposes of conceptual 
clarity, integration is to be aimed for in this curriculum model.
Figure 7.1 The philosophic practitioner
Source: Tribe, 2002c, p. 348
As far as the students are concerned, these other areas of the curriculum space provide 
important ingredients of education. In the reflective-vocational part of curriculum 
space the vocational role of the individual is promoted with an emphasis on the
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development of personal knowledge from experience and action in the world. As 
Tribe (1999, p. 128) has put it, reflective vocationalism encourages the individual “to 
personalise expertise and improve knowledge implicit in practices”, thus providing the 
opportunity for a critique of vocational action. In a similar way, liberal-reflection 
promotes liberation of the individual from his or her role as a future worker by 
encouraging individuals to develop their personal agendas and to reflect critically on 
the meanings and purposes of life. In this sense, individuals are invited to stand back 
from the moment and the present, and to look out and ahead to see what an individual 
or a society might or can become. So a reflective liberal curriculum “may perform a 
role not in the production of graduates to fit in with this society as is but rather in the 
critical evaluation of society” (Tribe, 1999, p. 127); or in this case a critique of tourism 
within that society. Finally, liberal-action has the responsibility for encouraging 
students to develop the skills and knowledge required to put critical ideas into action. 
The conception of action in this liberal part of the curriculum is given an open 
interpretation that takes it beyond the closed world of business actions. In Tribe’s 
words (1999, p. 129): “It plays up to [a] conception of action as something distinct 
from labour and work and instead focuses on the interaction between people and the 
planet”. Liberal action, therefore, represents a kind of action that is distinct from 
vocational action. Whereas vocational action is constrained by its vocational setting, 
liberal action opens up the prospect of freedom of action in a wider world. In effect 
then, by encouraging students to engage in liberal action, this quadrant of curriculum 
space sets them on a path of critiquing narrow conceptions of action for business.
Clearly, each of these quadrants of the curriculum space have an important 
contribution to make in the education of the individual students, many of whom will be 
embarking on a lifetime of careers. They can also make a vital contribution to the 
tourism industry itself, by producing future managers who are able to think outside the 
boundaries of existing paradigms and practices. And as far as the subject itself is 
concerned, it is only by entering new areas and making a contribution to new 
knowledge and new insights that it will refresh itself and maintain its relevance, 
whether for the world of work or beyond (Airey, 2003).
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The point of mentioning these reflections is not to launch on a digression about the 
tourism curriculum, important though that is. Their presence here has a different 
purpose. Following the results of this study, the argument of this section amounts to 
the proposition that eveiy student should be a “philosophic practitioner”. The student 
has his or her subject field with its own corpus of technical expertise and prepositional 
knowledge, and is, it is to be hoped, sufficiently interested to become immersed in it. 
But tourism education is clearly not just about the prevision of technical expertise to 
fulfil the production purposes of the tourism industry. Nor is it about simply learning 
existing facts and truths. From the students’ and teachers’ perspective it goes well 
beyond this and as suggested by Tribe the framework of the philosophic practitioner 
provides a basis to counter the development of dualisms in tourism higher education by 
offering a way of unifying these discrete traditions.
From this perspective, a tourism higher education of the kind envisaged by the 
respondents of this study can only be realised when the student is able to raise him or 
herself out of the conventions of the single quadrants of the curriculum space and to 
engage in discourses of “good thought and action in a world of tourism for vocational 
and liberal ends” (Tribe, 1999, p. 130). Only through such a position of critical 
consciousness can the restricted aims and purposes of incomplete framings of tourism 
curricula, and their possible ideological strains, be recognised for what they are. Only 
through becoming a continuing “philosophic practitioner” can the student -  and the 
graduate -  avoid succumbing naively to conventional “wisdom” about the world of 
tourism. Of course, as the study’s results suggest, the vocational and action 
orientation continues to provide a crucial ingredient to the student experience; but 
expectations about tourism higher education do extend beyond this corner of the 
curriculum.
7.5 Educational implications
The educational implications of embracing a wider conception of tourism education 
and the values which it presupposes are considerable. In particular, there are 
implications for the content of the curriculum and its organisation, for teaching, and for 
the student experience.
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For tourism courses, the space -  intellectual and practical -  which tourism higher 
education of the kinds envisaged here calls for, points to significant levels of student 
autonomy and independence in both thought and action. This implies an ethos in 
which students are encouraged to find their own voices and are invited to claim 
responsibility for their own learning. It implies that teachers should not teach that x or 
y is the case as such, but put it forward as a credible hypothesis for students’ real 
consent. This, in turn, suggests that formal didactic teaching should be kept to a 
minimum, with teaching sessions containing real interaction between teacher and 
students, and encouraging interaction between the students themselves. Where 
lectures have to be given in the traditional form of continuous unbroken speech from 
the teacher (i.e. due to resource constraints), they should be carefully thought through 
so that they do offer students overviews to tourism topics from a critical standpoint, as 
well as attempting to challenge the students’ thinking.
This broader notion of tourism education can also be supported by the use of simulated 
or actual professional situations, in which students’ repertoire of technical knowledge 
can be extended, as well as by offering opportunities to develop critical skills in 
articulating envisaged possibilities of professional action. But there are also questions 
to be asked of tourism curricula about the extent to which theory and practice are 
really integrated; the degree to which they are genuinely interdisciplinary, intertwining 
(as the demands of professional life in the tourism industry call for) different 
disciplinary perspectives; and whether there are opportunities for the very real value 
and ethical questions to be explored (to which the tourism graduate or novice 
professional is going shortly to be exposed) or is the professional role simply presented 
as a technical one, of putting skills and technologies in operation according to a set of 
well-defined rules (Tribe, 1999, 2002a)?
It will be apparent that a tourism education of the kind argued for here calls for higher 
order thinking on the part of the student. Whether engaged in propositional thought or 
in professional action, students should be encouraged to engage in a critical dialogue 
with themselves in all they think and do. To put it sharply, the outcome to be desired 
from tourism higher education is the development of “philosophic practitioners”.
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The task of this section responds to the need in a PhD thesis to state explicitly what 
original contributions to methodology or knowledge have been developed. First, this 
thesis develops a methodology which, whilst being based upon generic methodological 
principles and statistical procedures, adapts these to the task and questions in hand. 
This involved much iteration between emerging ideas and possible methods, so that the 
method emerged from the idea. The result of this process, the application of Q- 
methodology and factor analysis, in relation to tourism education, is original to this 
study.
Second, a methodological contribution is made by illustrating the value of Q-sort 
technique as a preliminary process in scale development in teaching evaluation 
research. The argument in favour of the Q-sort technique is twofold. First, it provides 
researchers with a systematic means for studying the dimensions of subjective 
phenomena. Evaluation of teaching fits this profile. There is still very little consensus 
in educational circles about the dimensions on which teachers vary. Second, by 
providing a bridge between qualitative and quantitative measurement, Q emerges as the 
method of choice in any truly comprehensive piece of educational inquiry, which, as 
illustrated in Chapter 3, requires the commingling of the two research traditions.
The Q-approaeh attempted to identify a number of teaching evaluation dimensions by 
establishing a preliminary set of statements which have a degree of “pre-validation” 
attached to them. They will have to be tested in the cauldron of scaling but, to an 
extent, have had the subjectivity and bias already reduced. This raises the importance 
of Q-methodology in identifying the optimum statements in describing the relevant 
dimensions to measure teaching evaluation given that the subject involves a subjective 
evaluation. Usually, the more times a statement qualifies through a Q-sort, the more 
confidence the researcher can have in its ultimate performance in a scaled questionnaire 
(Ekinci and Riley, 2001). In this respect, Q-methodology should be accepted as an 
item development process, which is the foundation of internal consistency reliability 
(Hinkin, Tracey and Enz, 1997).
7.6 Contributions of the research
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Q-methodology not only identifies the optimum items, but also simultaneously permits 
to check the content validity of a scale, because if an item does not meet the statistical 
criteria or is found to be not relevant for the sample, it is redundant (Ekinci, 1999). In 
this case, another contribution of the study to methodological approaches is offered by 
adopting the premise that despite the fact that content validity is usually checked at the 
end of the study, it should in fact be the first stage of scale development. Here the 
technical argument in favour of the Q-sort is that it gives the resulting scale a head 
start in terms of validity (as a result of the two Q-sort studies many statements were 
thrown away). By means of Q-sort test then, internal consistency and content validity 
of the scales are, to a degree, developed at the initial stage of the research and are not 
entirely reliant upon statistical findings.
The findings obtained from the factor analyses indicate that perceptions of teaching are 
multidimensional. Evidently there are, among the students, four different perceptions 
of desirable teacher characteristics: structural organisation of knowledge, person 
oriented intellectual reinforcement, up-to-dateness, and secure base of fundamental 
knowledge. The number of dimensions suggested by the factor analyses is interesting, 
because most teaching evaluation studies involving factor-analytic work also indicate a 
similar number of factors behind perceptions of desirable traits of teachers. This may 
imply that human memory is not capable of dealing with a substantial number of 
evaluative dimensions, but employs a rather simple structure in making evaluative 
judgements.
The results obtained from this study are important for two more reasons. The first is 
that the findings reported here are the outcome of the shared perceptions of teachers 
and students. One of the criticisms of previous work which has rarely been addressed 
is that the construction of scales for the evaluation of teaching was perhaps biased by 
the occupational role of the sampled respondents (Feldman, 1988). This criticism loses 
much of its weight when subjects of different occupational roles (in this case students 
and teachers) are studied together, since a source of potential bias is ruled out.
Secondly, the study reported in this thesis is theory driven. This has particular 
implications for the study’s results since research findings are always strengthened 
when yielded by research instruments which have been developed on the basis of a
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sound theoretical foundation (Bagozzi, 1984). Ekinci and Riley (1999, p. 288) put it 
quite clearly when they asserted that “consistency between theory development and 
empirical testing is to the benefit of both”. In fact, this study makes the suggestion that 
if there are to be advances in the research on the evaluation of teaching in tourism 
higher education, bridges need to be made which link to the cognitive and education 
literature.
Also in relation to this, this thesis makes an important contribution to the specific study 
of teaching. It provides a conceptual approach into the field of teaching evaluation 
that is different from those found in the traditional educational literature. The result, 
the theory of teaching on which the investigation rests, is original to this study. It 
moves thinking on teaching evaluation into a new arena. It exposes the shortcomings 
of different framings of teaching questions. But it incorporates these framings into a 
new reconceptualisation of teaching evaluation which provides a fuller account of the 
possible aspects of teaching.
Over and above these, however, the study reported here has a much wider significance. 
After about three decades of neglect, it is the first real attempt to look systematically at 
issues of teaching evaluation in higher education for the tourism sector. In this 
context, the approach and findings of this study provide what is believed to be a useful 
stalling point for an understanding of the key dimensions on which tourism teaching 
can be evaluated, and of the main factors that are associated with good teaching in the 
field.
7.7 Critical reflections
As is the case with all forms of research, this study demonstrates a number of 
limitations which need to be addressed. First, the fact that it is based solely on the 
experience of tourism higher education in the UK means that the findings are specific 
to the British culture and, therefore, cannot be generalised to other cultures. Second, 
the fact that the sampling strategy adopted here was a purposive one also puts 
restrictions to the generality of findings in the sense that it is likely that the selected 
sample does not represent accurately the wider population from which it was drawn.
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However, in response to this limitation, it has to be pointed out that while a random 
sample might have allowed more useful generalisations about the population as a 
whole, the purposive sampling approach adopted here was more appropriate for the 
needs and resources of this research (see section 5.5.1.1). Third, although the teacher 
questionnaire survey obtained a good response rate for the standards of educational 
postal surveys (58.5%), checking for non-response bias was not possible because of 
limited access to the respondents. Also in relation to the teacher survey, fourth, the 
fact that the number of returned questionnaires was not adequate for factor analysis 
means that the findings from the teacher groups are not conclusive. This possibly 
represents the most serious limitation of the research. Fifth, the number and nature of 
the dimensions tested in this study was limited to those selected through a review of 
the literature on the basis of certain criteria (see section 4.6.1). It has to be 
acknowledged that the studies reviewed for the purposes of this analysis do not 
constitute a truly random sample in the sense that even given the same criteria for 
selection, another reviewer could have identified a somewhat different sample of 
studies and dimensions.
Finally, there is one potential limitation of the theory of teaching developed for the 
purposes of this research which deserves some response. It could be said that the 
theory of teaching worked out here is simply a theory of teaching. Put simply, the 
researcher has not escaped the accusation “that is only your view, representing your 
interests and values”, a potential charge which was mentioned in the first chapter. 
There are two responses. First, this is a substantial problem that any educational 
theory has to face (Barnett, 1990). There is no way of forming a theory of teaching, 
free of all suppositions and interests. It is accepted that the task was approached with 
a set of conceptual spectacles and defended certain kinds of values. However, 
secondly, this is not to undermine its value. The theory offered sets out clearly how it 
stands in relation to other frameworks of teaching, as well as its own distinctive 
features. Even more importantly, what is on offer here is not simply an arbitrary 
ideological view, for it is accompanied by an argument which the reader is free to 
agree with or reject. The counter -  that is just your view -  is, therefore, an evasion in 
the sense that it avoids real confrontation with the content of the argument.
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This research has just begun to explore issues about the nature and the evaluation of 
teaching tourism in higher education. The following suggestions are offered about 
how this study can be improved in future research.
(1) If the generality of the study’s findings is to be established on a national scale, 
this will require researchers to administer questionnaires to all the tourism students in a 
sufficiently broad cross-section of UK institutions offering tourism programmes of 
study, so that institution-average responses can be used in subsequent analyses. These 
efforts could also be extended outside the UK, in other countries.
(2) While such a large-scale effort would be useful, there will be many situations in 
which it may not be feasible. In this case, a more realistic alternative approach to the 
sampling of students for future studies is to select a sample that represents a broad 
cross-section of tourism students at an institution. The ratio of the number of students 
from different years of study and from different courses should be kept as small as 
possible, and presented as part of the results of the studies.
(3) Efforts should be made to obtain a number of teacher responses that would be 
sufficient for factor-analytic work. This would allow an empirical comparison between 
the findings from the student and the teacher groups.
(4) Following the exploratory nature of this study, future research efforts should
consider items in addition to those contained in the factors proposed here. These items 
can be designed either to supplement the proposed factors or to identify additional 
components of good teaching. However, if the intention of a study is to compar e the 
pattern of results obtained elsewhere with those described here, then the items should 
be kept constant.
(5) When feasible, confirmatory factor analysis should be used instead of
exploratory factor analyses in the investigation of the factor structure underlying the 
data of this study -  particularly when exploratory factor analyses apparently do not 
provide support for the proposed factors.
(6) Finally, it should be emphasised that students’ and teachers’ perceptions of the
characteristics most important to good teaching identified in this study are essentially 
descriptions rather than explanations. The application of qualitative methodologies for
7.8 Recommendations for future research
Discussion and Conclusions 277
the identification of explanations behind these perceptions is therefore a line of 
research which is worth pursuing.
7.9 Beyond dualism
The thesis ends with one final, more abstract point about the tourism higher education 
of the kind suggested by the findings of this study. A good deal of the discussion in 
this thesis has been concerned with what might be called the “grand dualisms” of 
education (Squires, 1999, p. 142): naturalism and interpretivism; theory and practice; 
the tensions between the vocational/business approach to tourism and the wider 
perspectives. In one way, this is quite natural. The debate on any issue tends to get 
polarised so that arguments of the day typically take this antithetical form. But that is 
no reason to assume that educational issues are inherently dualistic, matters of 
either/or, and therefore best formulated in these terms.
The findings of this study imply a shift from dualism to something more complex and 
relativistic. The lessons from this work suggest that tourism higher education is 
clearly not just about education for an industry or education for immediate 
employment. Nor is it about simply learning existing facts and truths. What teachers 
and students expect from tourism higher education is a synthesis of vocational 
relevance into a challenging education in a more traditional sense as an antidote to 
vocationalism. Put simply, tourism higher education needs to provide both “tourism” 
and “higher education”. From the perspective of teaching, this can be translated into 
the suggestion that tourism educators need to disengage from vocationalist teaching 
approaches and energetically encourage reflection and action away from a narrow 
business conception of a vocational world towards a richer, more complex conception 
of a tourism world -  all within a clearly structured, stimulating and considerate 
environment. Teachers ought to provide clear signs to help students appreciate the 
links and points of separation between parts of the content, and to enable them 
disentangle insights from examples. They should explain what they are doing and 
why. Talk should pass between teacher and students, not just from teacher to 
students. Students should have to do something more stimulating than just listening 
and note-taking, preferably in cooperation with each other, and they should work on
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questions and ideas that would enable them to identify different aspects of tourism and 
forms of tourism knowledge. Developments in enquiry-based learning and peer 
supported activities, as well as careful use of case studies, group exercises and 
projects and dissertations provide mechanisms for achieving this. The important point 
is that the use of these mechanisms needs to be informed by the requirement to 
provide both “tourism” and “higher education”.
This should be a source of excitement for tourism higher education and grasped as a 
marvellous opportunity to show what it has to offer the individual and the wider 
world. But this calls for an intellectual and moral confidence that is not always 
evident within the tourism academe, let alone outside it. Minimally, it implies at its 
best an ethos, an approach to education and teaching, that is open, responsible and 
disinterested and that demonstrates an acceptance of obligation to the students, the 
society and the wider world. No doubt this demands a precarious balancing act, at 
times hard to recognise or define; but is there a better alternative? In the end, as 
Barnett (1990) argues, the practice of education (and teaching) cannot be value free.
It will be apparent that a tourism higher education of the kind argued for here places 
definite and considerable responsibilities on tourism teachers. In an education for 
immediate employment or for the transmission of simple facts and truths, the 
responsibilities of the teacher are definite but limited. On the one hand, to bring 
students to a mastery of identified technical skills and, on the other hand, to enable 
students to live comfortably in disciplinary territories. In a tourism higher education 
for life, the teacher’s responsibilities are expanded.
In essence, the role of the teacher implied by our explorations here is that of turning a 
cohort of students into a learning community of “philosophic practitioners”, by 
stimulating their intellectual abilities (person oriented intellectual reinforcement) and 
encouraging them to claim their independence and develop their critical 
consciousness. In so doing, the teacher has to establish some sense of where the 
learning is going, in terms of outcomes and priorities (structural organisation o f 
knowledge). This should help define mutual expectations and purposes. The tourism 
teacher has also special responsibilities to be fully on the inside of their disciplinary
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calling: they should have a secure base o f fundamental knowledge but also keep 
current with information about tourism (iup-to-dateness).
To put it sharply, being a tourism teacher of the kind envisaged here is a complicated 
matter. It entails bringing of a set of transactions with, and modes of development in, 
a group of students, that will enable them to find their own voices, to become more 
fully themselves, and to develop within frameworks of understanding made available 
to them that extend beyond the business aspects of tourism. It would be wrong to 
infer from this that tourism higher education should be dismissive about its vocational 
elements or the teaching of skills and development of capabilities in response to 
individual and social requirements in pursuit of learning and knowledge for work 
effectiveness. But this should not be the totality of its responsibilities or 
commitments.
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Table A .l TAQ statement classification (Round 1)
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A.l Q-study round 1: dimensions and their items
Dimensions and their items 
Concern for students
1. Is sensitive to students’ feelings about learning
2. Is available for individual questions after the lesson
3. Structures new information so that it can be integrated with prior knowledge
4. Encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and sense of achievement
5. Explores students’ personal opinions and ideas
6. Explores with students new approaches and meanings
7. Enables students to “concretise” then own learning
8. Refrains fr om offering feedback to engage students in self appraisal
9. Is committed to providing students with feedback
10. Diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the information in a different way
11. Sees teaching as a process of working with students to help them change then understanding
12. Believes that it is what students do, rather than what teachers do, that determines whether 
changes in their understanding actually take place
13. Develops students’ capacity to think for themselves
14. Varies interaction with students in the light of perception of students’ willingness to learn
15. Believes that treating students individually is impracticable
16. When planning lessons, takes into consideration students’ prior learning
17. Gives more support to those students identified as being less able to learn independently
18. Provides students with opportunities to influence the design and delivery of learning programmes
19. Adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students
20. Structures discussion around students’ misunderstandings
Classroom technique
1. Connects lectures to reading
2. Takes questions during lectures
3. Sums up the big points at the end
4. Uses overheads throughout
5. Announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning
6. Constantly refers to lecture notes
7. Repeats points during lectures
8. Tells students what is worth taking down
9. Uses many examples
10. Varies teaching approach according to the content
11. Recaps on previous lecture
12. Refers questions to the end
13. Brings in many guest lecturers
14. Explains the sequence of the lecture at the beginning
15. Gives out handouts well before the lecture
16. Is prepared to get diverted
17. Sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them
18. Paces the lecture to the level of the better students
19. Uses group work as a teaching method
20. Constantly presents information in list form
Stimulation
1. Tells jokes
2. Tries to be liked
3. Encourages students to discover for themselves
continued
Appendix A: Q-methodology Files 317
4. Paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts
5. Refers to golden age in the past
6. Maintains a lively pace
7. Makes use of visual aids
8. Uses examples to uncover principles
9. Uses marks as a form of motivation
10. Develops personal rapport with students
11. Emphasises the difficulty of the subject
12. Reveals past pass rates
13. Plays games
14. Uses elaborate metaphors
15. Uses visits to industry
16. One surprise in every lesson
17. Can bring examples from the field
18. Likes to “shock” students
19. Uses technology to teach
20. Asks students to solve puzzles and problems
Control
1. Singles out talking students
2. Hides personality
3. Does not allow digression
4. Maintains eye contact with the audience
5. Carefully times lectures
6. Emphasises time on task
7. Maintains order without apparent effort
8. Demands attention from students
9. Has a strong self image
10. Corrects spelling
11. Marks to a rigid marking scheme
12. Teacher positions themselves on a higher level than the students
13. Openly compares class with previous years
14. Tightly controls discussion
15. Claims authority for the knowledge imparted
16. Never uses student names
17. Addresses questions to noisy students
18. Exposes own personality
19. Constantly moves about the room
20. Walks out if  students had not done sufficient reading
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Table A.2 TKQ statement classification (Round 1)
Dimensions and their items 
Ways of learning
1. Describes own learning as a process of concept formation
2. Differentiates experiences from new information
3. Directly assimilates new information by striving to link this to “something I  had seen”
4. Learns by assimilating new information with past experiences
5. Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis
6. Follows big name writers
7. Refreshes knowledge by reading the basic books in the field
8. Participates in professional meetings and seminars
9. Reads research reports and more informal studies
10. Consults with peers and other tourism professionals
11. Is involved in academic research in tourism
12. Is involved in relevant consultancy projects
13. Conducts research with academic in other disciplines
14. Reads a little bit of everything
15. Continuously tries to absorb as much as possible
16. Refreshes knowledge by using other people’s reading lists
Relation to context of industiy
1. Has regular contact with the tourism industry
2. Has a good knowledge of information about the industry
3 . Is aware of the key developments in the field
4. Has direct experience of the tourism industry
5. Uses examples from the tourism industry
6. Keeps abreast of developments in the tourism industry
7. Does not have relevant industrial experience
8. Emphasises academic qualifications over industrial ones
9. Believes managers in the tourism industry are up-to-date
Knowledge structure
1. Organises the subject matter on the basis of literal and concrete cues
2. Organises the subject matter on the basis of underlying abstract principles
3. Enters the classroom with many ideas in mind
4. Uses alternative representations of subject matter
5. Brings unrelated information and ideas together
6. Favours one way of subject matter representation to the exclusion of others
7. Enters the classroom with a few ideas in mind
8. Constructs the subject matter a s a web of central interconnected concepts
9. Is able to explain one idea in many different ways
10. Works at a level of causal relationships
Security of knowledge
1. Is prepared to say “I  don’t know”
2. Emphasises common sense
3. Does not attempt to answer when the students don’t know
4. Closes down divergent or dissenting points of view very quickly
5. Is a faithful rule follower, taking on established positions and authorities in the field
6. Emphasises that “one way” is correct
7. Carefully plans lessons around the text that accompanies the course
Relationship to theoiy
1. Explains the limitations of theory
2. Quotes empirical research to support points
3. Relies only on facts
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4. Their knowledge is well rooted in the theoretical literature
5. Can explain theories clearly
6. Is able to explain facts and practical examples
7. Is able to use theoretical bases to illuminate/challenge industry practice
8. Emphasises the practical at the expense of theory
9. Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others
10. Uses theory from more than one discipline
Current versus fundamental knowledge
1. Emphasises change
2. Delivers the most up-to-date material
3. Uses only recent publications in suggested reading
4. Delivers material perceived as most helpful
5. Emphasises what does not change
6. Dismisses “old” references as irrelevant
7. Dismisses recent references as modem
8. Their knowledge draws upon literature over time, not just the most recent
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Table A.3 The overall result of TAQ (Round 1)
A.2 Q-study round 1: overall results
Dimensions and their items Frequency
Concern for students
1. Encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and sense
EXC1 OC2 NR3
of achievement
2. Diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the
94 6 “
information in a different way 94 6 -
3. Develops students’ capacity to think for themselves 92 7 3
4. Explores with students new approaches and meanings
5. Structures new information so that it can be integrated with prior
87 13 -
knowledge
6. Provides students with opportunities to influence the design and delivery
81 19
of learning programmes 81 13 6
7. Is committed to providing students with feedback 71 29 -
8. Explores students’ personal opinions and ideas 65 32 3
9. Enables students to concretise their own learning
10. Believes that it is what students do, rather than what teachers do, that
61 32 7
determines whether changes in their understanding actually take place 55 29 16
11. Is sensitive to students’ feelings about learning 48 39 13
12. When planning lessons, takes into considerations students’ prior learning
13. Varies interaction with students in the light o f perception of students’
48 48 4
willingness to learn 42 26 32
14. Structures discussion around students’ misunderstandings
15. Sees teaching as a process of working of working with students to help
39 39 22
them change their understanding 
16. Gives more support to those students identified as being less able to learn
39 29 32
independently 39 61 -
17. Is available for individual questions after the lesson 36 61 3
18. Adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students 36 61 3
19. Refrains from offering feedback to encourage students in self appraisal 13 32 55
20. Believes that treating students individually is impracticable 
Classroom technique
6 29 65
1. Varies teaching approach according to the content 81 19 -
2. Sums up the big points at the end 65 35 -
3. Uses many examples 61 39 -
4. Recaps on previous lecture 61 32 7
5. Connects lectures to reading 55 45 -
6. Repeats points during lectures 55 42 3
7. Explains the sequence of the lecture at the beginning 45 45 10
8. Takes questions during lectures 42 52 6
9. Brings in many guest lecturers 42 45 13
10. Is prepared to get diverted 42 29 39
11. Announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning 36 61 3
12. Uses group work as a teaching method 32 49 19
13. Gives out handouts well before the lecture 29 32 39
14. Uses overheads throughout 23 42 35
15. Constantly refers to lecture notes 16 45 39
16. Refers questions to the end 16 45 39
17. Tells students what is worth taking down 13 61 26
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18. Paces the lecture to the level of the better students 6 42
19. Constantly presents information in list form 6 42
20. Sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them 3 61
Stimulation
1. Encourages students to discover for themselves 87 10
2. Can bring examples from the field 84 16
3. Paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts 77 16
4. Uses examples to uncover principles 77 23
5. Uses visits to industry 68 29
6. Asks students to solve puzzles or problems 52 45
7. Develops personal rapport with students 48 29
8. Maintains a lively pace 45 45
9. Makes use of visual aids 45 42
10. Uses technology to teach 32 45
11. Tells jokes 26 39
12. Uses elaborate metaphors 26 29
13. One surprise in every lesson 26 29
14. Plays games 23 23
15. Tries to be liked 13 26
16. Likes to “shock” students 7 16
17. Emphasises the difficulty of the subject 3 32
18. Uses marks as a form of motivation 3 61
19. Refers to golden age in the past - 16
20. Reveals past pass rates - 36
Control
1. Maintains order without apparent effort 61 29
2. Maintains eye contact with the audience 52 35
3. Carefully times lectures 36 48
4. Exposes own personality 19 23
5. Emphasises time on task 16 48
6. Constantly moves about the room 16 16
7. Demands attention from students 13 52
8. Teacher positions themselves on a higher level than the students 13 23
9. Addresses questions to noisy students 13 45
10. Has a strong self image 10 35
11. Corrects spelling 10 61
12. Tightly controls discussion 10 48
13. Marks to a rigid marking scheme 7 48
14. Singles out talking students 6 36
15, Does not allow digression 6 42
16. Openly compares class with previous years 3 23
17. Claims authority for the knowledge imparted 3 36
18. Walks out if students had not done sufficient reading 3 19
19. Hides personality - 29
20. Never uses student names - 23
52
52
36
3
7
3
3
23
10
13
23
35
45
45
54
61
77
65
36
84
64
10
13
16
58
36
68
35
64
42
55
29
42
45
58
52
74
61
78
71
77
1 Excellence in teaching. 2 Ordinary competence in teaching. 3 Not relevant to either.
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Table A.4 The overall result of TKQ (Round 1)
Dimensions and their items Frequency
Ways o f learning EXP1 NOV2 NR3
1. Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis 81 3 16
2. Learns by assimilating new information with past experiences 78 19 3
3. Is involved in academic research in tourism 71 10 19
4. Consults with peers and other tourism professionals 68 13 19
5. Participates in professional meetings and seminars 68 16 16
6. Is involved in relevant consultancy projects 68 10 22
7. Conducts research with academics in other disciplines 98 3 29
8. Differentiates experiences from new information 52 22 26
9. Reads research reports and more informal studies 58 19 23
10. Continuously fries to absorb as much as possible 45 32 23
11. Describes own learning as a process of concept formation 42 32 26
12. Directly assimilates new information by striving to link this to 
“something I had seen” 32 29 39
13. Refreshes knowledge by reading the basic books in the field 29 61 10
14. Reads a little bit of everything 26 42 32
15. Refreshes knowledge by following other people’s reading lists 13 48 39
16. Follows big name writers 3 61 36
Relation to context o f industiy 
1. Has regular contact with the tourism industry 84 3 13
2. Uses examples from the tourism industry 84 3 13
3. Keeps abreast of developments in the tourism industry 77 10 13
4. Is aware of the key developments in the field 77 10 13
5. Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about the industry 77 10 13
6. Has direct experience of the tourism industry 71 6 23
7. Emphasises academic qualifications over industrial ones 10 29 61
8. Does not have relevant industrial experience 4 48 48
9. Believes managers in the tourism industry are up-to-date 3 29 68
Knowledge structure
1. Is able to explain one idea in many different ways 88 6 6
2. Uses alternative representation of subject matter 77 16 7
3. Construct the subject matter as a web of central interconnected concepts 74 13 13
4. Organises the subject matter on the basis of underlying abstract 
principles 61 16 23
5. Organises the subject matter on the basis of literal concrete cues 39 32 29
6. Enters the classroom with many ideas in mind 39 26 35
7. Works at a level of causal relationships 36 19 45
8. Brings unrelated information and ideas together 35 26 39
9. Enters the classroom with a few ideas in mind 19 29 52
10. Favours one way of subject matter representation to the exclusion of 
others 65 35
Security o f knowledge
1. Is prepared to say “I don’t know” 62 19 19
2. Emphasises common sense 3 68 29
3. Carefully plans lessons around the text that accompanies the course 32 49 19
4. Is a faithful rule-follower, taking on established positions and authorities 
in the field 3 61 36
5. Closes down divergent or dissenting points of view very quickly - 65 35
6. Does not attempt to answer when the students don’t know - 52 48
7. Emphasises that “one way” is correct - 68 32
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Relationship to theoty 
1. Explains the limitations of theory 88 6 6
2. Can explain theories clearly 81 3 16
3. Uses theory from more than one discipline 81 13 6
4. Is able to explain facts and practical examples 80 10 10
5. Is able to use theoretical bases to illuminate/challenge industry practice 80 10 10
6. Quotes empirical research to support points 77 10 13
7. Their knowledge is well-rooted in the theoretical literature 55 26 19
8. Emphasises the practical at the expense of theory 19 36 45
9. Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others 7 77 16
10. Relies only on facts 6 68 26
Current versus fundamental knowledge
1. Their knowledge draws upon literature over time, not just the most 
recent 90 10
2. Delivers the most up-to-date material 81 6 13
3. Emphasises change 61 13 26
4. Delivers material perceived as most helpful 61 23 16
5. Emphasises what does not change 29 19 52
6. Uses only recent publications in suggested reading 10 61 29
7. Dismisses recent references as modem 7 45 48
8. Dismisses “old” references as irrelevant - 48 52
1 Expert academic in tourism. 2 Novice academic in tourism. 3 Not relevant to either.
Table A.5 TAQ statement classification (Round 2)
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A.3 Q-study round 2: dimensions and their items
Dimensions and their items 
Concern for students
1. Encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and sense of achievement
2. Diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the information in a different way
3. Develops students’ capacity to think for themselves
4. Explores with students new approaches and meanings
5. Structures new information so that it can be integrated with prior knowledge
6. Provides students with opportunities to influence the design and delivery of learning programmes
7. Is committed to providing students with feedback
8. Explores students’ personal opinions and ideas
9. Enables students to concretise their own learning
10. Gives more support to those students identified as less able to learn independently
11. Is available for individual questions after the lesson
12. Adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students
13. Provides individualised material for students as required
14. Is receptive to suggestions from students for changes in their teaching methods
15. Impresses on students that s/he values working with them
16. Anticipates student difficulties before they arise
17. Keeps informed about progress of class
18. Is sensitive to students’ reasons for studying the discipline
19. When planning lessons takes into consideration students’ prior learning
20. Believes that it is what students do, rather than what teachers do, that determines whether 
changes in their learning actually take place
Classroom technique
1. Varies teaching approach according to content
2. Sums up the big points at the end
3. Uses many examples
4. Recaps on previous lecture
5. Announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning
6. Tells students what is worth taking down
7. Sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them
8. Repeats points during lectures
9. Connects lectures to reading
10. Explains the sequence of the lecture at the beginning
11. Makes it clear how each topic fits into the course
12. Goes beyond the curriculum if class will benefit from it
13. Provides references for follow-up reading
14. Arranges the material covered in the teaching sessions in discrete components
15. Provides students with opportunities to work on cases
16. Prepares students for employment
17. Uses open-ended teaching
18. Uses simulations (role-plays, games) as a teaching method
19. Is aware of and familiar with main types of available teaching methods
20. Refines teaching practice based on self-assessment and feedback
Stimulation
1. Encourages students to discover for themselves
2. Brings examples from the field
3. Paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts
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4. Uses examples to uncover principles
5. Uses visits to industiy
6. Uses marks as a form of motivation
7. Encourages students to be constructively critical in their approach to subject matter
8. Commends effort on the part of students
9. Stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students
10. Compliments students on their work in front of others
11. Tries out new ideas in the class
12. Encourages student participation in lectures
13. Helps students to have confidence in themselves
14. Makes students believe they can do more
15. Encourages students to gather information for themselves rather than simply give it to them
16. Generates student enthusiasm for learning
17. Relates subject matter to current events
18. Maintains a lively pace
19. Asks students to solve puzzles or problems
20. Develops personal rapport with students
Control
1. Maintains order without apparent effort
2. Corrects spelling
3. Maintains eye contact with the audience
4. Carefully times lectures
5. Is skillful in observing students’ reactions
6. Explains to students how their work will be assessed
7. In case of infraction of rules allows students to explain their side
8. Impresses on students that a teacher deserves respect
9. Admits when students are right
10. Explains the reasons for their criticisms
11. Keeps everything according to schedule
12. Invites criticism of their acts
13. When arguing with students this is not hostile
14. Decides in detail what should be done and how it should be done
15. Commands attention from students during lectures
16. Avoids close contact with students
17. Is good at keeping their cool when students are misbehaving
18. Maintains a friendly classroom atmosphere, but maintains the authority of the teacher
19. Is consistent in administering discipline
20. Communicates expectations and ground rules
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Table A.6 TKQ statement classification (Round 2)
Dimensions and their items 
Ways o f learning
1. Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis
2. Learns by assimilating new information with past experiences
3. Is involved in academic research in tourism
4. Consults with peers and other tourism professionals
5. Participates in professional meeting and seminars
6. Is involved in relevant consultancy projects
7. Conducts research with academics in other disciplines
8. Follows big name writers
9. Reads research reports and more informal studies
10. Filters new ideas and information by using the criterion of “usefulness”
11. Takes effective steps to keep up-to-date with developments in then* specialist discipline
12. Tests the validity of new information
13. Knows what to attend to and what to ignore
14. Uses experience as a learning mechanism
15. Knows how to learn from their practice
16. Has an understanding of their own learning process
Relation to context o f industry
1. Has regular contact with the tourism industry
2. Uses examples from the tourism industry
3. Keeps abreast of developments in the tourism industry
4. Is aware of the key developments in the field
5. Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about the industry
6. Has direct experience of the tourism industry
7. Is a member of professional societies
8. Possesses formal qualifications relevant to professional standing in the industry
9. Recognises the cultural differences between academia and industry
Knowledge structure
1. Is able to explain one idea in many different ways
2. Uses alternative representations of subject matter
3. Constructs subject matter as a web of central interconnected concepts
4. Organises the subject matter on the basis of underlying abstract principles
5. Is able to use concepts in a range of different situations
6. Is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts and techniques appropriately
7. Examines the adequacy of evidence and checks alternative representations of it
8. Has a clear disciplinary base
9. Is able to see patterns or themes in seemingly random information
10. Understands the interrelationships and links between different areas of knowledge
Security o f knowledge
1. Is prepared to say “I don’t know”
2. Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite and answer questions in class
3. Gives reasons for, and explanations of, the point being made
4. Admits own mistakes
5. Acknowledges the limitations of their knowledge
6. Is sufficiently confident to discard much of the themes that are fashionable at the time
7. Checks the validity of their knowledge through debates and critiques at the group level
Relationship to theory
1. Explains the limitations of theory
2. Can explain theories clearly
3. Uses theory from more than one discipline
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4. Is able to explain facts and practical examples
5. Is able to use theoretical bases to illuminate/challenge industry practice
6. Quotes empirical research to support points
7. Their knowledge is well-rooted in the theoretical literature
8. Has a mastery of the theoretical bases of the discipline, both details and major ideas
9. Integrates theoretical and practical knowledge
10. Makes points structured around powerful theoretical ideas
Current versus fundamental knowledge
1. Their knowledge draws upon literature over time, not just the most recent
2. Delivers the most up-to-date material
3. Emphasises change
4. Delivers material perceived as most helpful
5. Has main aim of getting up-to-date information out of the journals
6. Reviews and modifies knowledge on the basis of new developments in the field
7. Is aware of the “fundamentals of knowledge” in then- discipline
8. Appreciates the corrigible and temporary state of knowledge
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A.4 Q-study round 2: overall results
Table A .7 The validated statements of the TAQ (Round 2)
Dimensions and their items Frequency
A. Statements placed on “excellence in teaching” response category 
Concern for students
1. Diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the information in a
different way 87
2. Develops students’ capacity to think for themselves 87
3. Encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and sense of
achievement 83
4. Explores with students new approaches and meanings 83
5. Anticipates student difficulties before they arise 80
6. Structures new information so that it can be integrated with prior knowledge 77
7. Provides students with opportunities to influence the design and delivery of learning
programmes 77
8. Enables students to concretise their own learning 77
9. Explores students’ personal opinions and ideas 77
Classroom technique
1. Varies teaching approach according to content 87
2. Goes beyond the curriculum if class will benefit from it 80
3. Connects lectures to reading 77
4. Uses many examples 70
5. Sums up the big points at the end 60
Stimulation
1. Stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students 93
2. Uses examples to uncover principles 90
3. Encourages students to be constructively critical in their approach to subject matter 90
4. Brings examples from the field 83
5. Relates subject to current events 83
6. Encourages students to discover for themselves 80
7. Helps students to have confidence in themselves 77
8. Paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts 70
Control
1. Maintains a friendly classroom atmosphere, but maintains the authority of the
teacher 80
2. Invites criticism of their acts 73
3. Maintains order without apparent effort 63
B. Statements olaced on “ordinary comnetence in teaching” response category
Concern for students
1. Adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students 70
2. When planning lessons takes into consideration students’ prior learning 67
3. Gives more support to those students identified as being less able to learn
independently 63
4. Keeps informed about progress of class 63
Classroom technique
1. Announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning 77
2. Sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them 70
3. Prepares students for employment 70
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4. Is aware of and familiar with main types of available teaching methods 67
Stimulation
1. Compliments students on their work in front of others 73
2. Commends effort on the part of students 60
Control
1. Keeps everything according to schedule 77
2. Carefully times lectures 70
3. Explains to students how their work will be assessed 70
4. Is consistent in administering discipline 63
5. When arguing with students this is not hostile 60
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Table A.8 The overall result of TAQ (Round 2)
Dimensions and their items Frequency
Concern for students EXC1 o c 2 NR3
1. Diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the
information in a different way 87 13 -
2. Develops students’ capacity to think for themselves 87 13 -
3. Encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and sense
of achievement 83 17 -
4. Explores with students new approaches and meanings 83 10 7
5. Anticipates student difficulties before they arise 80 7 13
6. Structures new information so that it can be integrated with prior
knowledge 77 23 -
7. Provides students with opportunities to influence the design and delivery
of learning programmes 77 20 3
8. Enables students to concretise their own learning 77 20 3
9. Explores students’ personal opinions and ideas 73 20 7
10. Is committed to providing students with feedback 57 40 3
11. Is receptive to suggestions from students for changes in their teaching
methods 50 37 13
12. Gives more support to those students identified as being less able to learn
independently 37 63 -
13. Impresses on students that s/he values working with them 33 37 30
14. Is sensitive to students’ reasons for studying the discipline 33 50 17
15. Provides individualised material for students as required 30 50 20
16. Keeps informed about progress of class 27 63 10
17. Adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students 23 70 7
18. Believes that it is what students do, rather than what teachers do, that
determines whether changes in their learning actually take place 20 53 27
19. When planning lessons takes into consideration students’ prior learning 20 67 13
20. Is available for individual questions after the lesson 10 47 43
Classroom technique
1. Varies teaching approach according to content 87 10 3
2. Goes beyond the curriculum if class will benefit from it 80 10 10
3. Connects lectures to reading 77 13 -
4. Uses many examples 70 27 3
5. Sums up the big points at the end 60 33 7
6. Refines teaching practice base don self-assessment and feedback 43 50 7
7. Makes it clear how each topic fits into the course 40 57 3
8. Provides references for follow -up reading 40 57 3
9. Recaps on previous lecture 37 60 3
10. Provides students with opportunities to work on cases 30 47 23
11. Uses simulations (role-plays, games) as a teaching method 27 43 30
12. Sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them 23 70 7
13. Repeats points during lectures 20 43 37
14. Explains the sequence of the lecture at the beginning 20 50 30
15. Arranges the material covered in the teaching sessions in discrete
components 20 53 27
16. Prepares students for employment 20 70 10
17. Uses open-ended teaching 20 50 30
18. Is aware of and familiar with main types of available teaching methods 20 67 13
19. Tells students what is worth taking down 17 53 31
20. Announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning 13 77 10
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Stimulation
1. Stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students 93 7
2. Uses examples to uncover principles 90 10
3. Encourages students to be constructively critical in their approach to
subject matter 90 10
4. Brings examples from the field 83 17
5. Relates subject to current events 83 17
6. Encourages students to discover for themselves 80 20
7. Helps students to have confidence in themselves 77 20
8. Paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts 70 27
9. Generates student enthusiasm for learning 57 43
10. Makes students believe they can do more 53 47
11. Encourages students to gather information for themselves rather than
simply give it to them 50 33
12. Encourages student participation in lectures 50 33
13. Uses visits to industry 40 43
14. Asks students to solve puzzles or problems 40 40
15. Develops personal rapport with students 37 30
16. Maintains a lively pace 33 47
17. Tries out new ideas in the class 27 13
18. Commends effort on the part of students 23 60
19. Compliments students on their work in front of others 17 73
20. Uses marks as a form of motivation - 57
Control
1. Maintains a friendly classroom atmosphere, but maintains the authority of
the teacher 80 20
2. Invites criticism of their acts 73 10
3. Maintains order without apparent effort 63 10
4. Is skillful in observing students’ reactions 53 40
5. Admits when students are right 50 47
6. Is good at keeping their cool when students are misbehaving 33 30
7. In case of infraction of rules allows students to explain their side 30 50
8. Explains the reasons for their criticisms 27 50
9. Maintains eye contact with the audience 20 53
10. Is consistent in administering discipline 17 63
11. Decides in detail what should be done and how it should be done 17 53
12. Impresses on students that a teacher deserves respect 13 17
13. When arguing with students this is not hostile 13 60
14. Corrects spelling 10 60
15. Carefully times lectures 10 70
16. Explains to students how their work will be assessed 10 70
17. Avoids close contact with students 10 23
18. Keeps everything according to schedule 3 77
19. Commands attention from students during lectures 3 30
20. Communicates expectations and ground rules - 30
3
3
17
17
17
20
33
20
60
17
10
43
17
27
7
3
37
20
23
27
20
30
70
27
30
20
20
67
20
67
70
1 Excellence in teaching. 2 Ordinary competence in teaching. 3 Not relevant to either.
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Table A.9 The validated statements of the TKQ (Round 2)
Dimensions and their items Frequency
A. Statements placed on “expert academic in tourism” response category 
Ways o f learning
1. Consults with peers and other tourism professionals 83
2. Knows what to attend o and what to ignore 87
3. Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis 70
4. Is involved in academic research in tourism 70
5. Conducts research with academics in other disciplines 70
6. Tests the validity of new information 67
7. Learns by assimilating new information with paste experiences 63
8. Participates in professional meetings and seminars 63
Relation to context o f industiy
1. Is aware of the key developments in the field 83
2. Has regular contact with the tourism industry 80
3. Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about the industry 80
4. Uses examples from the tourism industiy 77
5. Recognises the cultural differences between academia and industry 73
6. Has direct experience of the tourism industry 67
Knowledge structure
1. Is able to explain one idea in many different ways 80
2. Understands the interrelationships and links between different areas of knowledge 83
3. Uses alternative representations of subject matter 73
4. Examines the adequacy of evidence and checks alternative interpretations of it 70
5. Constructs the subject matter as a web of central interconnected concepts 67
Security o f knowledge
1. Is sufficiently confident to discard much of the themes that are fashionable at the
time 80
2. Checks the validity of their knowledge through debates and critiques at the group
level 77
Relationship to theory
1. Has a mastery of the theoretical bases of the discipline, both details and major ideas 87
2. Uses theory from more than one discipline 83
3. Is able to use theoretical bases to illuminate/challenge industry practice 83
4. Integrates theoretical and practical knowledge 83
5. Understand the limitations of theory 80
6. Can explain theories clearly 70
Current versus fundamental knowledge
1. Their knowledge draws upon literature over time, not just the most recent 83
2. Appreciates the corrigible and temporary state of knowledge 80
3. Delivers the most up-to-date material 70
B. Statements placed on “novice academic in tourism” response category 
Ways o f learning
1. Follows big name writers 73
2. Reads research reports and more informal studies 67
Relation to context o f industiy 
Knowledge structure
1. Is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts and techniques appropriately 63
continued
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Security o f knowledge
1. Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite and answer questions in class 77
2, Gives reasons for, and explanations of, the point being made 67
Relationship to theory
1. Relies only on facts and practical examples 67
Current versus fundamental knowledge
1. Has main aim of getting up-to-date information out of the journals 77
2. Reviews and modifies knowledge on the basis of new developments in the field 60
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Table A.10 The overall result of TKQ (Round 2)
Dimensions and their items Frequency
Ways o f learning EXP1 NOV2 NR
1. Consults with peers and other tourism professionals 83 17 -
2. Knows what to attend to and what to ignore 80 13 7
3. Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis 70 30 -
4. Is involved in academic research in tourism 70 27 3
5. Conducts research with academic in other disciplines 70 30 -
6. Tests the validity of new information 67 33 -
7. Learns by assimilating new information with past experiences 63 30 7
8. Participates in professional meetings and seminars 63 30 7
9. Takes effective steps to keep up-to-date with development in their 
specialist discipline 57 40 3
10. Uses experience as a learning mechanism 57 33 10
11. Has an understanding of their own learning process 57 40 3
12. Knows how to learn from their practice 47 43 10
13. Is involved in relevant consultancy projects 40 43 17
14. Filters new ideas and information by using the criterion o f“usefulness” 40 57 3
15. Reads research reports and more informal studies 20 67 13
16. Follows big name writers 17 73 10
Relation to context o f industiy 
1. Is aware of the key developments in the field 83 17
2. Has regular contact with the tourism industiy 80 17 3
3. Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about the industry 80 20 -
4. Uses examples from the tourism industry 77 23 -
5. Recognises the cultural differences between academia and industry 73 20 7
6. Has direct experience of the tourism industiy 67 10 23
7. Keeps abreast of developments in the tourism industry 53 30 17
8. Possesses formal qualifications relevant to professional standing in the 
industiy 47 33 20
9. Is a member of professional societies 23 20 57
Knowledge structure
1. Is able to explain one idea in many different ways 80 20
2. Understands the interrelationships and links between different areas of 
knowledge 83 17
3. Uses alternative representations of subject matter 73 20 7
4. Examines the adequacy of evidence and checks alternative 
interpretations of it 70 23 7
5. Constructs the subject matter as a web of central interconnected concepts 67 30 3
6. Organises the subject matter on the basis of underlying abstract 
principles 57 33
1
0
7. Is able to use concepts in a range of different situations 57 40 3
8. Is able to see patterns or themes in seemingly random information 53 30 17
9. Is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts and techniques 
appropriately 30 63 7
10. Has a clear disciplinary base 30 37 33
Security o f knowledge
1. Is sufficiently confident to discard much of the themes that are 
fashionable at the time 80 13 7
2. Checks the validity of their knowledge through debates and critiques at 
the group level 77 23
3. Acknowledges the limitations of theory 50 33 17
4. Admits own mistakes 50 30 20
continued
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5. Is prepared to say “I don’t know” 43 30 27
6. Gives reasons for, and explanations of, the point being made 33 67 -
7. Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite and answer 20 77 3
questions in class 
Relationship to theory
1. Has a mastery of the theoretical bases of the discipline, both details and 
major ideas 87 13
2. Uses theory from more than one discipline 83 10 7
3. Is able to use theoretical bases to illuminate/challenge industry practice 83 17 -
4. Integrates theoretical and practical knowledge 83 14 3
5. Explains the limitations of theory 80 17 3
6. Can explain theories clearly 70 27 3
7. Makes points structures around powerful theoretical ideas 57 30 13
8. Their knowledge is well -rooted in the theoretical literature 57 40 3
9. Quotes empirical research to support points 50 50 -
10. Is able to explain facts and practical examples 30 67 3
Current versus fundamental knowledge
1. Their knowledge draws upon literature over tune, nor just the most 
recent 83 17
2. Appreciates the corrigible and temporary state of knowledge 80 13 7
3. Delivers the most up-to-date material 70 13 17
4. Is aware of the “fundamentals of knowledge” in their discipline 47 53 -
5. Delivers material perceived as most helpful 47 43 10
6. Reviews and modifies own knowledge on the basis of new developments 
in the field 33 60 7
7. Emphasises change 20 20 60
8. Has main aim of getting up-to-date information out of the journals 13 77 10
1 Expert academic in tourism. 2 Novice academic in tourism. 3 Not relevant to either.
Table A .ll TAQ’s retained items for the questionnaire
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A.5 Retained items for the questionnaire
Dimensions and their items
Concern for students
1. Encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and sense of achievement 
(excellence)
2. Diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the information in a different way 
(excellence)
3. Develops students capacity to think for themselves (excellence)
4. Explores with students new approaches and meanings (excellence)
5. Adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students (competence)
6. Gives more support to those students identified as being less able to learn independently 
(competence)
7. When planning lessons takes under consideration students’ prior learning (competence)
Classroom technique
1. Varies teaching approach according to content (excellence)
2. Connects lectures to reading (excellence)
3. Uses many examples (excellence)
4. Prepares students for employment (competence)
5. Sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them (competence)
6. Announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning (competence)
7. Goes beyond the curriculum if class will benefit from it (excellence)
Stimulation
1. Uses marks as a form of motivation (competence)
2. Compliments students on their work in front of others (competence)
3. Commends effort on the part of students (competence)
4. Paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts (excellence)
5. Brings examples from the field (excellence)
6. Uses examples to uncover principles (excellence)
7. Stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students (excellence)
Control
1. Maintains a friendly classroom atmosphere, but maintains the authority of the teacher 
(excellence)
2. Maintains order without apparent effort (excellence)
3. Keeps everything according to schedule (competence)
4. Invites students to comment critically on his/her teaching performance (excellence)
5. Carefully times lectures (competence)
6. Explains to students how their work will be assessed (competence)
7. Is consistent in administering discipline (competence)
8. Corrects spelling (competence)
9. When the teacher argues with students this is not hostile (competence)
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Table A.12 TKQ’s retained items for the questionnaire
Dimensions and their items 
Ways o f learning
1. Follows big name writers (novice)
2. Is involved in academic research in tourism (expert)
3. Gets to the academic journal son a regular basis (expert)
4. Consults with peers and other tourism professionals (expert)
5. Reads research reports and more informal studies (novice)
Relation to context o f industry
1. Uses examples from the tourism industry (expert)
2. Has regular contact with the tourism industry (expert)
3. Has direct experience of the tourism industry (expert)
4. Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about the industry (expert)
5. Is aware of the key developments in the field (expert)
Knowledge structure
1. Is able to explain one idea in many different ways (expert)
2. Sees the subject matter as existing exclusively in one conceptual framework (novice)
3. Constructs subject matter as a web of central interconnected concepts (expert)
4. Uses alternative representations of subject matter (expert)
5. Is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts and techniques appropriately (novice) 
Security o f knowledge
1. Emphasises that one way is correct (novice)
2. Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite and answer questions in class (novice)
3. Checks the validity of their knowledge through debates and critiques at the group level (expert)
4. Emphasises common sense (novice)
5. Is sufficiently confident to discard many of the themes that are fashionable at the time (expert) 
Relationship to theory
1. Uses theory from more than one discipline (expert)
2. Understands the limitations of theoiy (expert)
3. Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others (novice)
4. Relies only on facts (novice)
5. Is able to use theoretical bases in order to illuminate/challenge industry practice (expert) 
Current versus fundamental knowledge
1. Has main of getting up-to-date information out of the journals (novice)
2. Reviews and modifies knowledge on the basis of new developments in the field (novice)
3. Appreciates the corrigible and temporary state of knowledge (expert)
4. Values up-to-date material above established knowledge (expert)
5. Has knowledge that draws upon literature over time, not just the most recent (expert)
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Dimitrios Stergiou 
PhD Researcher 
University of Surrey 
School of Management 
Guildford 
Surrey GU2 7XH
[Respondent’s address] 18 October 2002
B.l Teacher survey: covering letter
Dear [respondent’s title and name]
I am writing to you as a teacher in the tourism field in the hope that you will be willing to help 
me with my research.
I am currently in the second year of a PhD programme at the University of Surrey. My study 
is focusing on the factors that are important in evaluating the quality of teaching. So far, in the 
first stage of my study, I have identified and tested the key factors. I am now at the stage of 
evaluating these with both teachers and with students.
The enclosed questionnaire has been designed specifically for teachers of tourism. You will 
see that it has three sections. The first asks for information about you. The second and the 
third section ask you to give your response to the factors that indicate “teaching ability” and 
“teacher knowledge”. The questionnaire will take about 15 minutes to complete. Given its 
content I hope that you might find it interesting!
When it is completed can you please return the questionnaire to me in the enclosed SAE. It 
would be appreciated if you could respond before 15 November 2002. Needless to say all 
responses will be treated in the strictest confidence and will be used for academic purposes.
If you want any further information about the questionnaire or about this research please feel 
free to contact me at the above address. Alternatively you may wish to contact my supervisors 
Professor David Airey and Professor Michael Riley.
Yours sincerely
[signature]
Dimitrios Stergiou
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B.2 Teacher survey: follow-up letter
Dimitrios Stergiou 
PhD Researcher 
University of Surrey 
School of Management 
Guildford 
Surrey GU2 7XH
[Respondent’s address] 20 November 2002
Dear [respondent’s title and name]
I am writing to follow-up my letter and questionnaire of 18th October which I hope you 
received. You will understand the importance of achieving a good response rate, so I do hope 
you will feel able to complete and return the questionnaire.
For ease of reference I am enclosing a copy of my original letter, which provides a background 
to this study, as well as a copy of the questionnaire.
I look forward to hearing from you
[signature]
Dimitrios Stergiou
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TEACHING TOURISM IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
QUESTIONNAIRE
Introduction
The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect your opinion about the teaching of tourism in higher education. 
The work is being undertaken as part of a PhD programme at the University of Surrey by Mr. Dimitrios Stergiou 
(the programme is supervised by Prof. David Airey and Prof. Michael Riley). As part of this work, views are 
being sought from both students and academic staff involved in degree courses in a number of UK higher 
education institutions. Can I assure you that your responses will be used for the purposes of this research only 
and will remain strictly confidential.
Please answer all questions. Please tick one box for each question.
Section A - Background information
Name of your institution:________________________________________________________________________
Name of your Department/School/Faculty:_________________________________________________________
Name of your course: _________________________________________________________________________
1 Are you male or female?
Male G
Female G
2 Which of the following age groups do you fall into?
Under 20 0
20-25 O
More than 25 G
3 What type of course are you enrolled in?
Undergraduate G
Postgraduate G
4 Which year are you in?
First G Third G
Second G Fourth G
5 Are you a full-time or a part-time student?
Full-time G
Part-time G
B.3 Student questionnaire
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If you are a postgraduate student go to either Q7 or Q8 according to the instructions.
6 Please indicate your overall average grade of the last complete year {tick only one box).
70+ □ 40-49 □
60-69 □ 40- n
50-59 □
If you are an undergraduate student go to Q9. If you have an undergraduate degree from the UK complete Q7. 
If you have an undergraduate degree from outside the UK complete Q8.
7 Please indicate the class of degree/award that you attained in your most recent award.
1st a 3rd □
2/1 □  Other (please specify): -----------------------------------
2/2 □
8 Please indicate the mark or grade you attained in your most recent award and indicate the 
maximum grade attainable.
Your
grade
Maximum
grade
9 Is English your first language?
Yes □
No □
Section B - Teaching ability
Please read the statements below and indicate the extent to which in your opinion they are associated with the 
behaviour of an excellent teacher in tourism or with that of a competent teacher In tourism. As a guide in 
answering this question: An excellent teacher is one who goes well beyond the levels of competence expected 
for effective delivery to students. A competent teacher is one who demonstrates the normal levels of 
competence expected for effective delivery. Please tick one box for each statement.
1 The teacher maintains a friendly classroom
atmosphere but maintains the authority of the teacher Excellent □
2 The teacher prepares students for employment Excellent □
3 The teacher adapts lecture content to the perceived
ability of students Excellent □
4 The teacher sets up rules of engagement and sticks
to them Excellent O
5 The teacher diagnoses students’ misunderstandings 
and tries to represent the information in a different
way Excellent O
□  O  □  □  Competent
O  O  O  O  Competent
□ □ □ a Competent
□  □  □  □  Competent
□ a □  Competent
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6 The teacher commends effort on the part of students Excellent Cl □ □ □ □  Competent
7 The teacher uses marks as a form of motivation Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
8 When the teacher argues with students this is not hostile Excellent 0 □ □ □ □  Competent
9 The teacher brings examples from the field Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
10 The teacher announces the objectives of the lecture 
at the beginning Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
11 The teacher keeps everything according to 
schedule Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
12 The teacher invites the students to comment 
critically on his/her teaching performance Excellent 0 a □ □ 0  Competent
13 The teacher encourages students through intrinsic 
factors such as curiosity and sense of achievement Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
14 The teacher develops students’ capacity to think for 
themselves Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
15 The teacher uses examples to uncover principles Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
16 The teacher goes beyond the curriculum if the class will 
benefit from it Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
17 The teacher is consistent in administering discipline Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
18 The teacher carefully times lectures Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
19 The teacher connects lectures to reading Excellent 0 □ □ 0 0  Competent
20 The teacher explores with students new approaches 
and meanings Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
21 The teacher corrects spelling Excellent 0 0 □ □ 0  Competent
22 The teacher paints visual pictures of ideas and 
concepts Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
23 When planning lessons, the teacher takes into 
consideration students’ prior learning Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
24 The teacher gives more support to those students 
identified as being less able to leam independently Excellent 0 □ □ 0 0  Competent
25 The teacher varies teaching approach according to 
context Excellent 0 □ 0 □ 0  Competent
26 The teacher compliments students on their work in 
front of others Excellent 0 □ 0 □ 0  Competent
27 The teacher maintains order without apparent effort Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
28 The teacher explains to students how their work will 
be assessed Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
29 The teacher stimulates the intellectual curiosity of 
students Excellent 0 □ □ □ 0  Competent
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Section C - Teacher knowledge
30 The teacher uses many examples Excellent G G O G G Competent
Please read the statements below and indicate your level of agreement or disagreement according to whether in 
your opinion they represent the characteristics of an expert academic in tourism. Please tick one box for 
each statement.
Strongly
agree
Agree Neither agree 
nor disagree
Disagree Strongly
disagree
1 Emphasises that ‘one way1 is correct o □ □ □ □
2 Uses examples from the tourism industry o □ □ □ □
3 Uses theory from more than one discipline □ □ □ □ □
4  Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite 
and answer questions in class □ □ □ O □
5 Has main aim of getting up-to-date information out of the 
journals □ □ □ □ □
6 Reviews and modifies knowledge on the basis of new 
developments in the field □ □ □ □ □
7 Follows big name writers □ □ □ □ □
8 Has regular contact with the tourism industry □ □ □ □ □
9 Is involved in academic research in tourism □ O □ □ □
10 Understands the limitations of theory a □ □ □ G
11 Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others □ □ O n O
12 Has direct experience of the tourism industry □ □ □ □ O
13 Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis □ O □ □ o
14 is able to explain one idea in many different ways a □ □ □ o
15 Appreciates the corrigible and temporary state of 
knowledge □ □ □ □ G
16 Checks the validity of their knowledge through debates and 
critiques at the group level □ □ □ O O
17 Relies only on facts and practical examples □ □ □ □ O
18 Sees the subject matter as existing exclusively in one 
conceptual framework □ □ □ □ O
19 Is able to use theoretical bases to illuminate/challenge 
industry practice □ □ □ □ O
20 Values up-to-date material above established knowledge □ □ □ □ o
21 Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about 
the industry □ □ □ □ o
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Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree
agree nor disagree
22 Has knowledge that draws upon literature over time, not
just the most recent □  □  O  O
23 Constructs subject matter as a web of central
interconnected concepts □  □  □  □
24  Uses alternative representations of subject matter
matter □  □  □  □
25 Gives reasons for the point being made □  □  □  O
26 Consults with peers and other tourism professionals O  □  □  □
27 is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts
and techniques appropriately □  □  O  □
28 Reads research reports and more informal studies □  O  O  □
29 Is aware of the key developments in the field □  O  □  □
30 Is sufficiently confident to discard many of the themes that
are fashionable at the time O  O  □  □
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP
Strongly
disagree
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
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TEACHING TOURISM IN HIGHER EDUCATION
QUESTIONNAIRE
B.4 Teacher questionnaire
Introduction
The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect your opinion about the teaching of tourism in higher education. 
The work is being undertaken as part of a PhD programme at the University of Surrey by Mr. Dimitrios Stergiou 
(the programme is supervised by Prof. David Airey and Prof. Michael Riley). As part of this work, views are 
being sought from both students and academic staff involved in degree courses in a number of UK higher 
education institutions. Can 1 assure you that your responses will be used for the purposes of this research only 
and will remain strictly confidential.
Please answer all questions. Please tick one box for each question.
Section A - Background information
Name of your institution:________________________________________________________________________
Name of your Department/School/Faculty:_________________________________________________________
1 Are you male or female?
Male 0
Female 0
2 Which of the following age groups do you fall into?
Under 30 0  50-59 0
30-39 0  Above 60 0
40-49 0
3 Please indicate your position.
Lecturer 0  Reader 0
Senior Lecturer 0  Professor 0
Principal Lecturer 0  Other (please specify):
4 Are you employed in the Institution full-time or part-time?
Full-time 0
Part-time 0
5 As an academic, to which discipline do you feel most closely related?
6 How many years teaching experience do you have in higher education?
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7 How many years teaching experience do you have?
Section B - Teaching ability
Please read the statements below and indicate the extent to which in your opinion they are associated with the 
behaviour of an excellent teacher in tourism or with that of a competent teacher in tourism. As a guide in 
answering this question: An excellent teacher is one who goes well beyond the levels of competence expected 
for effective delivery to students. A competent teacher is one who demonstrates the normal levels of 
competence expected for effective delivery. Please tick one box for each statement.
1 The teacher maintains a friendly classroom _
atmosphere but maintains the authority of the teacher Excellent G G G G G Competent
2 The teacher prepares students for employment Excellent G o o o G Competent
3 The teacher adapts lecture content to the perceived 
ability of students Excellent G o o o G Competent
4  The teacher sets up rules of engagement and sticks 
to them Excellent G G o o G Competent
5 The teacher diagnoses students’ misunderstandings 
and tries to represent the information in a different 
way Excellent G O G o G Competent
6 The teacher commends effort on the part of students Excellent G O o o G Competent
7 The teacher uses marks as a form of motivation Excellent G O o o G Competent
8 When the teacher argues with students this is not hostile Excellent G O o o G Competent
9 The teacher brings examples from the field Excellent G G o o G Competent
10 The teacher announces the objectives of the lecture 
at the beginning Excellent G O o o G Competent
11 The teacher keeps everything according to 
schedule Excellent G O o o G Competent
12 The teacher invites the students to comment 
critically on his/her teaching performance Excellent G o o o G Competent
13 The teacher encourages students through intrinsic 
factors such as curiosity and sense of achievement Excellent G o o o G Competent
14 The teacher develops students' capacity to think for 
themselves Excellent G □ o o G Competent
15 The teacher uses examples to uncover principles Excellent G o o o G Competent
16 The teacher goes beyond the curriculum if the class will 
benefit from it Excellent G o o o O Competent
17 The teacher is consistent in administering discipline Excellent G o o o G Competent
18 The teacher carefully times lectures Excellent G □ o o G Competent
19 The teacher connects lectures to reading Excellent G o □ o G Competent
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20 The teacher explores with students new approaches
and meanings Excellent 0  0  0
21 The teacher corrects spelling Excellent 0  0  0
22 The teacher paints visual pictures of ideas and 
concepts Excellent 0
23 When planning lessons, the teacher takes into 
consideration students’ prior learning Excellent 0
24  The teacher gives more support to those students 
identified as being less able to learn independently Excellent 0
25 The teacher varies teaching approach according to 
context Excellent 0
26 The teacher compliments students on their work in 
front Of others Excellent 0
27 The teacher maintains order without apparent effort Excellent 0
28 The teacher explains to students how their work will 
be assessed Excellent 0
0  0  Competent
0  0  Competent
0  0  0  0  Competent
0  0  0  0  Competent
0  0  0  0  Competent
0  0  0  0  Competent
0  0  0  0  Competent
0  0  0  0  Competent
0  0  0  0  Competent
29 The teacher stimulates the intellectual curiosity of
students Excellent 0  0
30 The teacher uses many examples Excellent 0  0
0  0  0  Competent
0  0  0  Competent
Section C - Teacher knowledge
Please read the statements below and indicate your level of agreement or disagreement according to whether in 
your opinion they represent the characteristics of an expert academic in tourism. Please tick one box for 
each statement.
Strongly
agree
Agree Neither agree 
nor disagree
Disagree Strongly
disagree
1 Emphasises that ‘one way* is correct 0 0 0 0 0
2 Uses examples from the tourism industry 0 0 0 0 0
3 Uses theory from more than one discipline 0 0 0 0 0
4  Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite 
and answer questions in class 0 0 0 0 0
5 Has main aim of getting up-to-date information out of the 
journals 0 0 0 0 0
6 Reviews and modifies knowledge on the basis of new 
developments in the field 0 0 0 0 0
7 Follows big name writers 0 0 0 0 0
8  Has regular contact with the tourism industry 0 0 0 0 0
9 Is involved in academic research in tourism 0 0 0 0 0
10 Understands the limitations of theory 0 0 0 0 0
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Strongly
agree
Agree Neither agree 
nor disagree
Disagree Strongiy
disagree
11 Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others □ □ □ □ □
12 Has direct experience of the tourism industry □ □ □ □ □
13 Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis □ □ □ □ □
14 Is able to explain one idea in many different ways □ □ □ □ □
15 Appreciates the corrigible and temporary state of 
knowledge □ □ □ □ □
16 Checks the validity of their knowledge through debates and 
critiques at the group level □ □ □ □ □
17 Relies only on facts □ □ □ □ □
18 Sees the subject as existing exclusively in one 
conceptual framework □ □ □ □ □
19 Is able to use theoretical bases to illuminate/challenge 
industry practice □ □ □ □ □
20 Values up-to-date material above established knowledge □ □ □ □ □
21 Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about 
the industry □ □ □ □ □
22  Has knowledge that draws upon literature over time, not just 
the most recent □ □ □ □ □
23 Constructs subject matter as a web of central 
interconnected concepts □ □ □ □ □
24  Uses alternative representations of subject matter 
matter □ □ □ □ □
25 Emphasises common sense □ □ □ □ □
26 Consults with peers and other tourism professionals □ □ □ □ □
27 Is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts 
and techniques appropriately □ □ □ □ □
28 Reads research reports and more informal studies □ □ □ □ □
29 Is aware of the key developments in the field □ □ □ □ □
3 0  Is sufficiently confident to discard many of the themes that 
are fashionable at the time □ □ □ □ □
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP
When it is completed please return the questionnaire to the following address:
Dimitrios Stergiou 
PhD Researcher 
University of Surrey 
School of Management 
Guildford, Surrey GU2 7XH
Appendix C:
Student Survey - Teaching Ability Data
C.1 Tests of significance
C.2 Items' overall mean scores and their frequency of occurrence
C.3 Reliability analysis of the sub-scales
C.4 Inter-item correlation matrix
C.5 Total scale item results
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C.1 Tests of significance
(1) Institution. The sample mean score was divided in three groups (pre-1992 
university, post-1992 university, university college). According to Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances, the variances of the three samples were similar (p = 0.092; p > 
0.05). In addition, the distribution for all three groups tended towards normality. 
Therefore, in order to test the mean difference between the groups the one-way 
ANOVA was used. Table C.l presents the null (Ho) and the alternative (H\) 
hypotheses as well as the findings of this analysis.
Table C.1 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by institution: one­
way ANOVA
H0 = The students who are registered in the three institutions used in this study perceive teaching 
ability in the same way.
H\ = The students who are registered in the three institutions used in this study perceive teaching 
ability differently.
Source Sum o f Squares df Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.
Between groups 1.866 2 0.933 2.662 0.071
Within groups 105.141 300 0.350
Total 107.007 302
The p-value (F Prob.) for the Ratio of 2.662 is listed as 0.071. In this case, H\ can be 
rejected, since the p-value is not significant (p > 0.05). Therefore, there is no statistical 
difference in the evaluation of teaching ability between the students who were 
registered in the different institutions. No contradictory findings were observed in the 
outputs of the follow-up Bonferroni test.
(2) Course. The objective of this analysis was to test perceptual differences of 
teaching ability amongst the students studying in different courses. Given that the 
group of students studying for a postgraduate degree related to heritage tourism 
contained only a small number of people (n < 5), this group was excluded from the 
test. Two assumptions had to be checked before performing ANOVA for the 
remaining eleven groups: the equality of the variances and the normality of the 
distribution. On the basis of Levene’s Test the variances of the groups were not equal 
(p = 0.005; p < 0.05). In addition, some of the groups had a considerably skewed
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distribution. Therefore, the data was checked by the non-parametric version of 
ANOVA, which is the Kruskal-Wallis Test. The null and alternative hypotheses and 
the findings of this test are displayed in Table C.2.
Table C.2 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by course: Kruskal- 
Wallis Test
H0 = The students who study in the different courses surveyed perceive teaching ability in the same 
way.
Hi = The students who study in the different courses surveyed perceive teaching ability differently. 
Chi-square (x2) df Significance (p)
9.456 9 0.396
As can be seen from the table, the value of the Chi-square test statistic is 9.456. In 
addition, in this case there are nine degrees of freedom (df). Reference to the 
applicable table for the %2 test (see Appendix G.l) shows that for x2 to be significant at 
the 95% confidence level its value must be equal or greater than 16.919. These 
findings suggest that H\ can be rejected since there is no significant difference in the 
evaluation of teaching ability between the students who study in different courses. 
This is also confirmed by the non-significant probability value (p > 0.05) of the test.
(3) Gender. The analysis here concerned whether students of different gender
perceive teaching ability differently. Since the distribution of the two groups tended 
towards normality and their variances were found to be equal (Levene’s Test indicated 
homogeneity of variances; p =  0.187; p > 0.05), the independent samples t-test was 
conducted for the purpose of this analysis. Table C.3 depicts the null and alternative 
hypotheses and the results of this test.
Table C.3 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by gender: 
independent samples t-test
H0 -  There is no difference between male and female students in their evaluation of teaching ability. 
H\ = There is a difference between male and female students in their evaluation of teaching ability.
t-value df Significance level 95% Confidence
(assuming equal variances) (2-tailed) Interval o f the Difference
Lower Upper
-0.785 301 0.187 -0.222 0.956
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In tills case, with a p value (significance level 2-tailed) of 0.187 (i.e. 18.7%), the 
difference between the means of the two samples is not significant (p > 0.05). Hence, 
there is no difference in the evaluation of teaching ability amongst male and female 
students and the Ho  is accepted. This is confirmed by the 95% Confidence Interval of 
the difference between means (-0.222 to 0.956) which includes the Ho mean difference 
of 0. Had this interval been entirely positive, the result would have been significant.
(4) Age. The purpose here is to identify whether there are any statistically 
significant differences in the way students of different age groups (under 20, 21-25, 
over 25) perceive teaching ability. Despite the result of Levene’s Test (p = 0.135; p > 
0.05) which indicates that there is no evidence for heterogeneity of variance, one group 
(over 25) had a considerably skewed distribution. In this case, the data was unsuitable 
for ANOVA and the Kruskal-Wallis Test was conducted. The findings of this analysis 
are presented in Table C.4, alongside the null and alternative hypotheses of this test.
Table C.4 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by age group: 
Rruskal-Wallis Test
H0 — The students from the different age groups perceive teaching ability in the same way. 
H{ = The students from the different age groups perceive teaching ability differently. 
Chi-square (£) df Significance (p)
5.032 2 0.081
The table lists the value of Chi-square, its df and its p-value. Since the p-value (0.081) 
is higher than 0.05, the Kruskal-Wallis Test suggests that no differences exist in the 
perceptions of teaching ability amongst the students of different age groups. 
Moreover, the value of the Chi-square statistic is 5.032 and there are two degrees of 
freedom. Reference to the applicable table for the ft2 test (see Appendix G.l) shows 
that for x2 to be significant at the 95% confidence level its value must be equal or 
higher to 5.991. Thus, the Chi-square value is not statistically significant, confirming 
that Ho  should be accepted.
(5) Type o f course. The sample mean score was divided in two groups, on the 
basis of the type of course students were enrolled in (undergraduate, postgraduate). 
Although the data of the two groups were normally distributed, the homogeneity
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assumption of variance was violated (Levene’s Test indicated heterogeneity of 
variances; p = 0.001; p < 0.05). Under these circumstances the Mann-Whitney test 
was conducted. The null and alternative hypotheses of this analysis and the output of 
the test are shown in Table C.5.
Table C.5 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by type of course: 
Mann-Whitney Test
H0 = There is no difference between undergraduate and postgraduate students in their evaluation of 
teaching ability.
Hy = There is a difference between undergraduate and postgraduate students in their evaluation of 
teaching ability.
Mann-Whitney U Z Asymp. Sig (2-tailed)
10920.500 -0.37 0.971
With a p-value (Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)) of 0.971 (p > 0.05), there is no statistically 
significant difference in the evaluation of teaching ability between the students who are 
enrolled in different types of courses.
(6) Year o f study. Initially this analysis aimed to identify mean differences within 
both the undergraduate and postgraduate populations of the study, according to the 
year of study they were in (first, second, third, fourth). However, since all 
postgraduate students were in their first year, the investigation was limited to 
undergraduate students (n = 184). Despite that the high p-value of Levene’s Test 
indicated the equality of sample variance (p = 0.637; p > 0.05), the data of one group 
(fourth year) were highly skewed. Therefore, the data was checked by applying the 
non-parametric equivalent of the one-way ANOVA (Kruskal-Wallis Test). The null 
and alternative hypotheses and the output of this test are set out in Table C.6.
Table C.6 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by year of study: 
Kruskal-Wallis Test
H0 -  The students in different years of study perceive teaching ability in the same way. 
Hi = The students in different years of study perceive teaching ability differently. 
Chi-square (f) df Significance (p)
1.002 3 0.801
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Since the p-value is much higher than 0.05 (p = 0.801), the Kruskal-Wallis Test 
indicates that Ho should be accepted. Furthermore, the value of the Chi-square test 
statistic is 1.002 and there are three degrees of freedom. Reference to the applicable 
table for the %2 test shows that for x2 to be significant at the 95% confidence level its 
value must be equal or greater than 7.815. In this case, the value of the Chi-square 
suggests that there is no association between the year of study and the evaluation of 
teaching ability and, therefore, confirms the non-parametric test that H\ should be 
rejected.
(7) Mode o f study. All subjects that took part in the study were fiill-time students. 
Therefore, the comparison of the mean differences between different modes of study 
(part-time, full-time) was not possible.
(8) Average grade o f last complete year. This analysis was restricted to 
undergraduate students who had already completed a year of study. Therefore, the 
test involved only second, third, and fourth year undergraduate students (n = 145), 
while year 1 undergraduates were excluded from the analysis. The test concerned 
whether or not the groups of students who achieved different average grades in their 
last complete year perceive teaching ability differently. The sample mean score was 
divided in four groups (70+, 60-69, 50-59, 40-49). However, the fourth group (40- 
49) contained only a small number of respondents (n = 5) and for the purpose of this 
case was excluded from the analysis. This left a sample of 140 undergraduate students 
for this test. The Levene Statistic (p = 0.464; p > 0.05) indicated no evidence of 
heterogeneity of variance. Nevertheless, since the distribution of the data of one group 
(70+) was considerably skewed, the data was checked by applying the Kruskal-Wallis 
Test. Table C.7 depicts Ho, H\  and the findings of the test.
Table C.7 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by average grade of 
their last complete year: Kruskal-Wallis Test
Hq = The students with different average grades of the last complete year perceive teaching ability in 
the same way.
Hi -  The students with different average grades of the last complete year perceive teaching ability 
differently.
Chi-square (f) df Significance (p)
11.431 2 0.003
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As can be seen form the table, the Chi-square value is 11.431. the relevant number of 
degrees of freedom for the contingency table is two. Reference to the applicable table 
for the x2 test shows that for x2 to be significant at the 95% confidence level its value 
must be equal or greater than 5.991. Thus, there is an association between students’ 
average grade and their evaluation of teaching ability. Indeed, the significant 
probability value of the Kruskal-Wallis Test (p = 0.003; p < 0.05) confirms that 
evaluation was not the same in all groups.
These findings required further investigation since they do not indicate which groups 
differed significantly from the others. In this occasion, a number of independent 
sample t-tests were conducted between the three groups in order to identify significant 
differences between their means. The findings of this analysis indicate that the 
perception of teaching ability was different between the 70+ and the 60-69 groups (p = 
0.003; p < 0.05) as well as between the 70+ and the 50-59 groups (p = 0.002; p < 
0.05). Bonferroni’s Test involving unplanned multiple comparisons also produced 
similar findings.
Inspection of the mean scores of these groups suggests that the students who achieved 
the highest average grade (70+) in their last complete year (mean = 2.543, SD = 0.428) 
were more critical in their evaluative judgements of the teaching ability items than 
those groups with lower average grades (60-69 group: mean = 3.176, SD = 0.642,; 50- 
59 group: mean = 3.271, SD = 0.677).
(9) Class o f most recent award. The sample mean score was divided in four 
groups (1st, 2/2, 2/2, 3rd). According to Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances, the 
variances of the three samples were similar (p = 0.171; p > 0.05). In addition, the 
distribution for all four groups tended towards normality. Therefore, in order to test 
the mean difference between the groups the one-way ANOVA was used. Table C.8 
presents the null (Ho) and the alternative (Hi) hypotheses as well as the findings of this 
analysis.
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Table C.8 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by class of most 
recent award: one-way ANOVA
H0 = The students with different class of degree attained in their most recent award perceive teaching 
ability in the same way.
Hi = The students with different class of degree attained in their most recent award perceive teaching 
ability differently.
Source Sum o f Squares df Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.
Between groups 0.837 3 0.286 1.279 0.285
Within groups 25.679 115 0.223
Total 26.536 118
The p-value (F Prob.) for the Ratio of 1.279 is listed as 0.285. In this case, H\ can be 
rejected, since the p-value is not significant (p > 0.05). Therefore, there is no statistical 
difference in the evaluation of teaching ability between students with different class of 
degree attained in their most recent. No contradictory findings were observed in the 
outputs of the follow-up Bonferroni test.
(10) English as first language. The purpose here was to ascertain the significance 
of the difference between the means of students who speak English as their first 
language and those who do not. In this case, Ho  states that, in the population, there is 
no difference in the evaluation of teaching ability between the groups in question. The 
independent samples t-test was performed in order to investigate this proposition (see 
Table C.9).
Table C.9 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by English as a first 
language: independent samples t-test
Hq = There is no difference between male and female students in their evaluation of teaching ability. 
Hi -  There is a difference between male and female students in their evaluation of teaching ability,
t-value df Significance level 95% Confidence
(equal variances not (2-tailed) Interval o f the Difference
assumed)
Lower Upper
-0.819 293.732 0.70 -0.256 1.007
Given that the output of Levene’s Statistic indicates that the homogeneity of variance 
assumption has been violated (p = 0.03; p < 0.05), the significance value corresponding 
to unequal variance for the testing of Ho  was taken into account. As can be seen from
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Table C.9, H\ should be rejected since the mean difference is not statistically significant 
(p -  0.070; p > 0.05). The 95% Confidence Interval of the Difference between means 
(-0.256 to 1.007), which includes the Iio mean difference of 0, supports the findings of 
the t-test.
C.2 Items' overall mean scores and their frequency of occurrence
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Table C.10 Students5 overall mean scores for the teaching ability data and their frequency of 
occurrence
Mean
score
Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
Mean
score
Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
1.47 1 0.3 0.3 3.20 9 3.0 47.9
1.53 1 0.3 0.7 3.23 10 3.3 51.2
1.63 1 0.3 1.0 3.27 8 2.6 53.8
1.80 1 0.3 1.3 3.30 13 4.3 58.1
1.90 1 0.3 1.7 3.33 5 1.7 59.7
1.93 1 0.3 2.0 3.37 12 4.0 63.7
1.97 2 0.7 2.6 3.40 10 3.3 67.0
2.03 1 0.3 3.0 3.43 6 2.0 69.0
2.10 2 0.7 3.6 3.47 6 2.0 71.0
2.13 3 1.0 4.6 3.50 7 2.3 73.3
2.17 2 0.7 5.3 3.53 8 2.6 75.9
2.20 2 0.7 5.9 3.57 6 2.0 77.9
2.23 2 0.7 6.6 3.60 2 0.7 78.5
2.27 3 1.0 7.6 3.63 3 1.0 79.5
2.30 2 0.7 8.3 3.67 1 0.3 79.9
2.33 1 0.3 8.6 3.70 6 2.0 81.8
2.37 2 0.7 9.2 3.73 1 0.3 82.2
2.40 1 0.3 9.6 3.77 5 1.7 83.8
2.43 2 0.7 10.2 3.80 4 1.3 85.1
2.50 3 1.0 11.2 3.83 5 1.7 86.8
2.53 4 1.3 12.5 3.87 4 1.3 88.1
2.57 4 1.3 13.9 3.90 1 0.3 88.4
2.60 2 0.7 14.5 3.93 3 1.0 89.4
2.63 6 2.0 16.5 3.97 3 1.0 90.4
2.67 6 2.0 18.5 4.00 4 1.3 91.7
2.70 2 0.7 19.1 4.03 3 1.0 92.7
2.73 7 2.3 21.5 4.07 4 1.3 94.1
2.77 1 0.3 21.8 4.10 2 0.7 94.7
2.80 3 1.0 22.8 4.17 1 0.3 95.0
2.83 6 2.0 24.8 4.20 1 0.3 95.4
2.87 5 1.7 26.4 4.23 3 1.0 96.4
2.90 5 1.7 28.1 4.27 1 0.3 96.7
2.93 5 1.7 29.7 4.30 1 0.3 97.0
2.97 8 2.6 32.3 4.40 1 0.3 97.4
3.00 9 3.0 35.3 4.47 1 0.3 97.7
3.03 5 1.7 37.0 4.57 1 0.3 98.0
3.07 7 2.3 39.3 4.60 1 0.3 98.3
3.10 5 1.7 40.9 4.70 2 0.7 99.0
3.13 5 1.7 42.6 4.80 2 0.7 99.7
3.17 7 2.3 44.9 4.93 1 0.3 100
Total 136 Total 303
C.3 Reliability analysis of the sub-scales
Table C.X1 Reliability analysis of the four teaching ability dimensions (students)
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No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlation a
Alpha Alpha 
if item 
deleted
No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlation a
Alpha Alpha 
if item 
deleted
3 Concern for 
students
.31 .662 .642 2 Classroom
technique
.39 .725 .706
5 .39 .622 4 .34 .716
13 .29 .691 10 .49 .678
14 .56 .580 16 .43 .695
20 .43 .612 19 .50 .678
23 .39 .622 25 .42 .699
24 .38 .623 30 .51 .678
6 Stimulation .59 .719 .646 1 Control .47 .734 .702
7 .36 .703 8 .37 .716
9 .51 .667 11 .53 .691
15 .47 .678 12 .22 .740
22 .43 .687 17 .32 .751
26 .36 .705 18 .58 .681
29 .32 .715 21 .46 .702
27 .45 .705
28 .46 .701
a Pearson correlation coefficient between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items o f the 
proposed dimension to which the item was allocated.
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C.5 Total scale item results
Table C.13 Reliability analysis of the teaching ability scale (students)
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No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
coirelation a
Alpha if 
item 
deleted
SMC No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlationa
Alpha if 
item 
deleted
SMC
3 Concern for 
students
.45* .894 .289 2 Classroom
technique
.47* .893 .445
5 .42* .894 .402 4 .43* .894 .431
13 .22* .903 .215 10 .51* .892 .595
14 .38* .895 .473 16 .50* .893 .446
20 .35* .895 .418 19 .55* .892 .522
23 .44* .894 .363 25 .51* .893 .504
24 .41* .894 .417 30 .53* .893 .402
6 Stimulation .59* .891 .514 1 Control .55* .892 .433
7 .38* .895 .364 8 .34* .896 .328
9 .61* .891 .523 11 .38* .895 .458
15 .57* .892 .501 12 .40* .893 .309
22 .53* .892 .427 17 .52* .892 .488
26 .35* .900 .435 18 .49* .893 .531
29 .36* .900 .445 21 .45* .894 .382
Total Scale Reliability: Cronbach’s Alpha = 896 27 .56* .892 .457
28 .54* .892 .491
a Pearson correlation coefficient between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items o f the 
scale.
* Correlation is significant at the .01 level.
Table C.14 Communality values (teaching ability)
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C.6 Communalities
Dimensions and their items Communality
values
Concern for students
3. The teacher adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students .314
5. The teacher diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent the
information in a different way .475
13. The teacher encourages students through intrinsic factors such as curiosity and
sense of achievement .460
14. The teacher develops students’ capacity to think for themselves .465
20. The teacher explores with students new approaches and meanings .492
23. When planning lessons, the teacher takes under consideration students’ prior
learning .378
24. The teacher gives more support to those students identified as being less able to
learn independently .456
Stimulation
6. The teacher commends effort on the part of students .545
7. The teacher uses marks as a form of motivation .324
9. The teacher brings examples from the field .553
15. The teacher uses examples to uncover principles .468
22. The teacher paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts .444
26. The teacher compliments students on their work in front of others .613
29. The teacher stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students .460
Classroom technique
2. The teacher prepares students for employment .489
4. The teacher sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them .413
10. The teacher announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning .680
16. The teacher goes beyond the curriculum if the class will benefit from it .438
19. The teacher connects lectures to reading .512
25. The teacher varies teaching approach according to content .548
30. The teacher uses many examples .373
Control
1. The teacher maintains a friendly atmosphere, but maintains the authority of the
teacher .441
8. When the teacher argues with students this is not hostile .308
11. The teacher keeps everything according to schedule .508
12. The teacher invites the students to comment critically on his/her teaching
performance .296
17. The teacher is consistent in administering discipline .431
18, The teacher carefully times lectures .587
21. The teacher corrects spelling .419
27. The teacher maintains order without apparent effort .463
28. The teacher explains to students how their work will be assessed .499
C.7 Pattern matrix
Table C.15 Teaching ability - pattern matrix for PFA following oblique rotation
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No. Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6
1 .182 .082 .019 -.466 .189 -.038
2 .017 .073 .184 -.508 -.127 .314
3 -.045 -.093 .263 -.240 .294 -.063
4 .107 .019 .128 -.162 .455 -.177
5 -.113 .303 -.096 -.540 .020 .110
6 .067 .017 .452 -.361 .062 .043
7 -.006 -.169 .296 -.259 -.241 .083
8. .013 -.233 .028 -.341 -.070 -.143
9 .372 .073 .057 -.490 .030 .006
10 .601 -.174 -.108 -.171 .315 .066
11 .121 -.043 -.023 .036 .666 -.048
12 -.245 -.123 -.037 -.252 .148 .377
13 -.135 -.112 -.045 -.034 .395 .050
14 .054 .548 -.077 .082 .072 .182
15 .329 -.084 -.031 -.238 .330 .091
16 .091 .133 -.001 -.397 .125 .284
17 .165 .019 .104 -.093 .462 .034
18 .136 .003 .028 .037 .707 .043
19 .492 .112 .022 .039 .269 .007
20 .169 .637 -.103 .067 -.001 .072
21 -.111 -.027 .126 .007 .598 .174
22 .131 -.155 .079 .013 .319 .321
23 .093 .140 .016 .118 .171 .494
24 .005 .044 .074 -.024 .007 .618
25 .217 .175 .193 .002 -.128 .515
26 -.009 -.109 .792 .084 -.007 .080
27 .110 .254 .482 -.022 .160 -.051
28 .512 ,064 .224 .061 .148 .061
29 -.113 .521 .174 ,080 -.123 .163
30 .378 -.129 .168 -.098 .083 .111
Appendix D:
Student Survey - Teacher Knowledge Data
D.l Tests of significance
D.2 Items' overall mean scores and their frequency of occurrence
D.3 Inter-item correlation matrix
D.4 Total scale item results
D.5 Communalities
D.6 Factor loading matrix
Appendix D: Student Survey - Teacher Knowledge Data 366
D.l Tests of significance
(1) Institution. The sample mean score was divided in three groups (pre-1992 
university, post-1992 university, university college). Two assumptions had to be 
checked before performing ANOVA for the three groups: the equality of the variances 
and the normality of the distribution. On the basis of Levene’s Test the variances of 
the groups were not equal (p = 0.001 ; p < 0  .05). therefore, the data was checked by 
the non-parametric version of ANOVA, which is the Kruskal-Wallis Test. The null 
and alternative hypotheses and the findings of this test are displayed in Table D.l.
Table D .l The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by institution: 
Kruskal-Wallis Test
Hq = The students who are registered in the three institutions used in this study perceive teacher 
knowledge in the same way.
Hx = The students who are registered in the three institutions used in this study perceive teacher 
knowledge differently.
Chi-square (f) df Significance (p)
36.759 2 0.000
Since the p-value is lower than 0.05 (p = 0.000), the test indicates that H\ should be 
accepted. Furthermore, the value of the Chi-square test statistic is 36.759 and there 
are two degrees of freedom (df). Reference to the applicable table for % test shows 
that for x2 to be significant at the 95% confidence level its value must be equal or 
greater than 5.991. In this case the value of the Chi-square also suggests that Hi 
should be accepted.
These findings require further investigation since they do not indicate which groups 
differ significantly from the others. In this occasion, a number of independent sample 
t-tests were conducted in order to identify significant differences between their means. 
The findings of this analysis clearly indicate that the perception of teacher knowledge 
characteristics is different between the post-1992 and the pre-1992 university groups 
(p = 0.000; p < 0.05) as well as between the post-1992 university and the university 
college groups (p = 0.000; p < 0.05).
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Inspection of the mean scores of these groups suggests that the students from the post- 
1992 university (mean = 3.636, SD = 0.343) had significantly higher scores than those 
from the other institutions (pre-1992 university: mean = 3.277, SD = 0.368; university 
college: mean = 3.247, SD = 0.474).
(2) Course. The objective of this analysis was to test perceptual differences of 
teaching ability amongst the students studying in different courses. Given that the 
group of students studying for a postgraduate degree related to heritage tourism 
contained only a small number of people (n < 5), this group was excluded from the 
test. Two assumptions had to be checked before performing ANOVA for the 
remaining eleven groups: the equality of the variances and the normality of the 
distribution. On the basis of Levene’s Test the variances of the groups were equal (p = 
0.081; p > 0.05). However, some of the groups had a considerably skewed 
distribution. Therefore the data were checked by the Kruskal-Wallis Test (see Table 
D.2).
Table D.2 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by course: 
Kruskal-Wallis Test
Hq -  The students who are registered in the three institutions used in this study perceive teacher 
knowledge in the same way.
H[ = The students who are registered in the three institutions used in this study perceive teacher 
knowledge differently.
Chi-square (y2) df Significance (p)
35.798 9 0.000
Since the p-value is lower than 0.05 (p = 0.000), the test indicates that H\ should be 
accepted. Furthermore, the value of the Chi-square test statistic is 35.798 and there 
are nine degrees of freedom (df). Reference to the applicable table for yf test shows 
that for y to be significant at the 95% confidence level its value must be equal or 
greater than 16.919. In this case the value of the Chi-square also suggests that Hi 
should be accepted.
These findings require further investigation since they do not indicate which groups 
differ significantly from the others. In this occasion, a number of independent sample 
t-tests were conducted in order to identify significant differences between their means.
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The findings of this analysis clearly indicate that the perception of teacher knowledge 
characteristics is different between the students from a postgraduate (mean = 3.652, 
SD = 0.281) and an undergraduate course (mean = 3.10, SD = 0.541), both related to 
tourism management.
(3) Gender. The analysis here concerned whether students of different gender 
perceive teaching ability differently. Since the distribution of the two groups tended 
towards normality and their variances were found to be equal (Levene’s Test indicated 
homogeneity of variances; p = 0.199; p > 0.05), the independent samples t-test was 
conducted for the purpose of this analysis. Table D.3 depicts the null and alternative 
hypotheses and the results of this test.
Table D.3 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by gender: 
independent samples t-test
H0 = There is no difference between male and female students in their evaluation of teacher 
knowledge.
Hi = There is a difference between male and female students in their evaluation of teacher knowledge.
t-value df Significance level 95% Confidence
(assuming equal variances) (2-tailed) lntei'val of the Difference
Lower Upper
1.653 301 0.890 -0.123 0.106
In this case, with a p value (significance level 2-tailed) of 0.890, the difference between 
the means of the two samples is not significant (p > 0.05). Hence, there is no 
difference in the evaluation of teaching ability amongst male and female students and 
the Ho is accepted. This is confirmed by the 95% Confidence Interval of the 
difference between means (-0.123 to 0.106) which includes the Ho mean difference of 
0. Had this interval been entirely positive, the result would have been significant.
(4) Age. The purpose here is to identify whether there are any statistically 
significant differences in the way students of different age groups (under 20, 21-25, 
over 25) perceive teacher knowledge. According to Levene’s Test the variances of the 
three groups were similar (p =  0.218; p > 0.05). in addition, the distribution for all 
three groups tended towards normality. Therefore in order to test the mean difference 
between the groups the one-way ANOVA was used (see Table D.4).
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Table D.4 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by age group: 
one-way ANOVA
Ho -  The students from the different age groups perceive teacher knowledge in the same way. 
Hx = The students from the different age groups perceive teacher knowledge differently.
Source Sum o f Squares df Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.
Between groups 1.242 2 0.621 3.446 0.163
Within groups 54.042 300 0.180
Total 55.284 302
The p-value (F Prob.) for the Ratio of 3.446 is listed as 0.163. In this case, Hi can be 
rejected, since the p-value is not significant (p > 0.05). Therefore, there is no statistical 
difference in the evaluation of teaching ability between the students who were 
registered in the different institutions. No contradictory findings were observed in the 
outputs of the follow-up Bonferroni test.
(5) Type o f course. The sample mean score was divided in two groups, on the 
basis of the type of course students were enrolled in (undergraduate, postgraduate). 
Since the distribution of the two groups tended towards normality and then variances 
were found to be equal (Levene’s Test indicated homogeneity of variances; p = 0.199; 
p > 0.05), the independent samples t-test was conducted for the purpose of this 
analysis. Table D.5 depicts the null and alternative hypotheses and the results of this 
test.
Table D.5 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by type of 
course: independent samples t-test
H0 -  There is no difference between undergraduate and postgraduate students in their evaluation of 
teacher knowledge.
H{ ~ There is a difference between undergraduate and postgraduate students in their evaluation of 
teacher knowledge.
t-value df Significance level 95% Confidence
(assuming equal variances) (2-tailed) Interval o f the Difference
Lower Upper
-3.687 301 0.000 -0.279 -0.085
In this case, with a p value (significance level 2-tailed) of 0.000, the difference between 
the means of the two samples is significant (p < 0.05). Hence, there is a significant 
difference in the evaluation of teacher knowledge amongst undergraduate and
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postgraduate students and the H\ is accepted. This is confirmed by the 95% 
Confidence Interval of the difference between means (-0.279 to -0.085) which includes 
the Ho mean difference of 0. Had this interval been entirely positive, the result would 
not have been significant. Inspection of the mean scores of the two groups suggests 
that the students from the postgraduate courses (mean = 3.637, SD = 0.347) had 
significantly higher scores than those from the undergraduate courses (mean -  3.255, 
SD = 0.460).
(6) Year o f study. Initially this analysis aimed to identify mean differences within
both the undergraduate and postgraduate populations of the study, according to the 
year of study they were in (first, second, third, fourth). However, since all 
postgraduate students were in their first year, the investigation was limited to 
undergraduate students (n = 184). Despite that the high p-value of Levene’s Test 
indicated the equality of sample variance (p = 0.421; p > 0.05), the data of one group 
(fourth year) were highly skewed. Therefore, the data was checked by applying the 
non-parametric equivalent of the one-way ANOVA (Kruskal-Wallis Test). The null 
and alternative hypotheses and the output of this test are set out in Table D.6.
Table D.6 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by year of study: 
Kruskal-Wallis Test
H0 = The students in different years of study perceive teacher knowledge in the same way. 
H\ -  The students in different years of study perceive teacher knowledge differently. 
Chi-square (f) df Significance (p)
5.957 3 0.114
Since the p-value is higher than 0.05 (p = 0.114), the Kruskal-Wallis Test indicates that 
Ho  should be accepted. Furthermore, the value of the Chi-square test statistic is 5.957 
and there are three degrees of freedom. Reference to the applicable table for the x2 
test shows that for x2 to be significant at the 95% confidence level its value must be 
equal or greater than 7.815. In this case, the value of the Chi-square suggests that 
there is no association between the year of study and the evaluation of teacher 
knowledge and, therefore, confirms the non-parametric test that H\ should be rejected.
(7) Mode o f study. All subjects that took part in the study were full-time students. 
Therefore, the comparison of the mean differences between different modes of study 
(part-time, full-time) was not possible.
(8) Average grade o f last complete year. This analysis was restricted to 
undergraduate students who had already completed a year of study. Therefore, the 
test involved only second, third, and fourth year undergraduate students (n =  145), 
while year 1 undergraduates were excluded from the analysis. The test concerned 
whether or not the groups of students who achieved different average grades in their 
last complete year perceive teaching ability differently. The sample mean score was 
divided in four groups (70+, 60-69, 50-59, 40-49). However, the fourth group (40- 
49) contained only a small number of respondents (n = 5) and for the purpose of this 
case was excluded from the analysis. This left a sample of 140 undergraduate students 
for this test. The Levene Statistic (p = 0.420; p > 0.05) indicated no evidence of 
heterogeneity of variance and distributions for all groups tended towards normality. 
The data was therefore checked by applying the one-way ANOVA Test. Table D.7 
depicts Ho, H\ and the findings of the test.
Table D.7 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by average grade 
of their last complete year: Kruskal-Wallis Test
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Hq = The students with different average grades of the last complete year perceive teacher knowledge 
in the same way.
H\ = The students with different average grades of the last complete year perceive teacher knowledge 
differently.
Source Sum o f Squares df Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.
Between groups 1.367 2 0.684 3.608 0.030
Within groups 25.956 137 0.189
Total 27.323 139
The p-value (F Prob.) for the Ratio of 3.608 is listed as 0.030. In this case, Ho can be 
rejected, since the p-value is significant (p < 0.05). Thus, there is an association 
between students’ average grade and their evaluation of teaching ability.
These findings required further investigation since they do not indicate which groups 
differed significantly from the others. In this occasion, a number of independent
sample t-tests were conducted between the three groups in order to identify significant 
differences between their means. The findings of this analysis indicate that the 
perception of teaching ability was different between the 70+ and the 60-69 groups (p = 
0.044; p < 0.05) as well as between the 70+ and the 50-59 groups (p = 0.026; p < 
0.05). Bonferroni’s Test involving unplanned multiple comparisons also produced 
similar findings.
Inspection of the mean scores of these groups suggests that the students who achieved 
the highest average grade (70+) in their last complete year (mean -  2.853, SD = 0.424) 
were more critical in their evaluative judgements of the teaching ability items than 
those groups with lower average grades (60-69 group: mean = .3215, SD = 0.455,; 50- 
59 group: mean = 3.251, SD =  0.410).
(9) Class o f most recent award. The sample mean score was divided in four 
groups (1st, 2/2, 2/2, 3rd). According to Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances, the 
variances of the three samples were similar (p =  0.804; p > 0.05). In addition, the 
distribution for all four groups tended towards normality. Therefore, in order to test 
the mean difference between the groups the one-way ANOVA was used. Table D.8 
presents the null (Ho) and the alternative (H\) hypotheses as well as the findings of this 
analysis.
Table D.8 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by class of most 
recent award: one-way ANOVA
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Ho = The students with different class of degree attained in their most recent award perceive teaching 
ability in the same way.
Hx = The students with different class of degree attained in their most recent award perceive teaching 
ability differently.
Source Sum o f Squares df Mean Squares F Ratio F Prob.
Between groups 0.116 3 0.038 0.316 0.814
Within groups 14.122 115 0.123
Total 14.238 118
The p-value (F Prob.) for the Ratio of 0.316 is listed as 0.814. In this case, H\ can be 
rejected, since the p-value is not significant (p > 0.05). Therefore, there is no statistical 
difference in the evaluation of teacher knowledge between students with different class
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of degree attained in their most recent award. No contradictory findings were 
observed in the outputs of the follow-up Bonferroni test.
(10) English as first language. The purpose here was to ascertain the significance 
of the difference between the means of students who speak English as their first 
language and those who do not. In this case, Ho  states that, in the population, there is 
no difference in the evaluation of teacher knowledge between the groups in question. 
The independent samples t-test was performed in order to investigate this proposition 
(see Table D.9).
Table D.9 The assessment of students’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by English as a 
first language: independent samples t-test
H0 — There is no difference between male and female students in their evaluation of teacher 
knowledge.
Hi = There is a difference between male and female students in their evaluation of teacher knowledge.
t-value df Significance level 95% Confidence
(assuming equal variances) (2-tailed) Interval o f the Difference
Lower Upper
-2.804 301 0.86 -0.232 1.121
Given that the output of Levene’s Statistic indicates homogeneity of variance (p — 
0.317; p > 0.05), the significance value corresponding to equal variance for the testing 
of Ho  was taken into account. As can be seen from Table D.9, H\ should be rejected 
since the mean difference is not statistically significant (p = 0.86; p > 0.05). The 95% 
Confidence Interval of the Difference between means (-0.232 to 1.121), which includes 
the Ho  mean difference of 0, supports the findings of the t-test.
D.2 Items' overall mean scores and their frequency of occurrence
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Table D.10 Students’ overall mean scores for the teacher knowledge data and then frequency of 
occurrence
Mean
score
Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
Mean
score
Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
2.10 2 0.7 0.7 3.47 10 3.3 65.3
2.17 2 0.7 1.3 3.50 9 3.0 68.3
2.27 1 0.3 1.7 3.53 7 2.3 70.6
2.30 1 0.3 2.0 3.57 12 4.0 74.6
2.60 4 1.3 3.3 3.60 6 2.0 76.6
2.63 2 0.7 4.0 3.63 8 2.6 79.2
2.67 1 0.3 4.3 3.67 1 0.3 79.5
2.70 1 0.3 4.6 3.70 12 4.0 83.5
2.73 4 1.3 5.9 3.73 6 2.0 85.5
2.77 6 2.0 7.9 3.77 7 2.3 87.8
2.80 3 1.0 8.9 3.80 2 0.7 88.4
2.83 6 2.0 10.9 3.83 2 0.7 89.1
2.87 5 1.7 12.5 3.87 2 0.7 89.8
2.90 4 1.3 13.9 3.90 5 1.7 91.4
2.93 9 3.0 16.8 3.93 1 0.3 91.7
2.97 5 1.7 18.5 3.97 4 1.3 93.1
3.00 12 4.0 22.4 4.00 2 0.7 93.7
3.03 17 5.6 28.1 4.03 2 0.7 94.4
3.07 7 2.3 30.4 4.07 2 0.7 95.0
3.10 15 5.0 35.3 4.10 1 0.3 95.4
3.13 11 3.6 38.9 4.13 3 1.0 96.4
3.17 6 2.0 40.9 4.17 1 0.3 96.7
3.20 8 2.6 43.6 4.20 2 0.7 97.4
3.23 3 1.0 44.6 4.23 2 0.7 98.0
3.27 11 3.6 48.2 4.30 1 0.3 98.3
3.30 6 2.0 50.2 4.33 2 0.7 99.0
3.33 8 2.6 52.8 4.37 1 0.3 99.3
3.37 10 3.3 56.1 4.57 1 0.3 99.7
3.40 9 3.0 59.1 4.80 1 0.3 100
3.43 9 3.0 62.0
Total 188 Total 303 100
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D.4 Total scale item results
Table D.12 Reliability analysis of the teacher knowledge scale (students)
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No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlationa
Alpha if 
item 
deleted
SMC No. Dimension Corrected 
item-total 
correlation a
Alpha 
if item 
deleted
SMC
1 Security of 
knowledge
.07 .872 .326 3 Relationshi 
p to theory
.39* .865 .348
4 .53* .862 .508 10 .30* .868 .420
16 .42* .865 .304 11 .26* .869 .310
25 .38* .866 .337 17 .16 .871 .262
30 .39* .866 .297 19 .41* .865 .334
2 Relation to 
context of 
industry
.49* .863 .469 7 Ways of 
learning
.29* .868 .250
8 .54* .861 .464 9 .25* .869 .288
12 .52* .862 .470 13 .44* .864 .371
21 .61* .860 .520 26 .51* .863 .420
29 .61* .859 .575 28 .62* .860 .505
5 Current vs. 
fundamental 
knowledge
.47* .863 .495 14 Knowledge
structure
.43* .864 .442
6 .53* .862 .473 18 .21 .870 .332
15 .14 .872 .362 23 .26* .868 .323
20 .41* .865 .398 24 .40* .865 .427
22 .30* .868 .337 27 .54* .862 .450
Total Scale Reliability: Cronbach’s Alpha - .870
0 Pearson correlation coefficient between the scores on the individual item and the sum of the scores on the remaining items o f the 
scale.
* Correlation is significant at the .01 level
Table D.13 Communality values (teaching ability)
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D.5 Communalities
Dimensions and their items Communality
values
Ways o f learning
7. Follows big name writers .227
9. Is involved in academic research in tourism .258
13. Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis .410
26. Consults with peers and other tourism professionals .368
28. Reads research reports and more informal studies .589
Relation to context o f industry
2. Uses examples from the tourist industry .509
8. Has regular contact with the tourist industry .456
12. Has direct experience of the tourist industry .519
21. Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about the industry .530
29. Is aware of the key developments in the field .550
Knowledge structure
14. Is able to explain one idea in many different ways .453
18. Sees the subject matter as existing exclusively in one conceptual framework .370
23. Constructs subject matter as a web of central interconnected concepts .395
24. Uses alternative representations of subject matter .542
27. Is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts and techniques
appropriately .479
Security o f knowledge
1. Emphasises that one way is correct .449
4. Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite and answer questions in
class .586
16. Checks the validity of their knowledge through debates and critiques at the
group .288
level
25. Gives reasons for the point being made .299
30. Is sufficiently confident to discard many of the themes that are fashionable at the
time .315
Relationship to theory
3. Uses theory from more than one discipline .330
10. Understands the limitations of theory .444
11. Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others .349
17. Relies only on facts and practical examples .260
19. Is able to use theoretical bases in order to illuminate/challenge industry practice .329
Current vs. fundamental knowledge
5. Has main aim of getting up-to-date information out of the journals .578
6. Reviews and modifies knowledge on the basis of new developments in the field .498
15. Appreciates the corrigible and temporary state of knowledge .343
20. Delivers the most up-to-date material .368
22. Has knowledge that draws upon literature over time, not just the most recent .435
Table D.14 Teacher knowledge - factor loading matrix for PFA following orthogonal rotation
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D.6 Factor loading matrix
No. Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6
1. -.034 -.096 -.126 .642 .013 .050
2. .603 .204 -.045 .188 .132 .222
3. .246 .208 .196 -.155 .267 .303
4. .656 .218 .029 .058 .089 .282
5. .677 .227 .022 .187 .056 -.172
6. .628 .163 .145 .107 .196 .061
7. .144 .042 .092 .317 .098 .027
8. .430 .220 .142 .045 .371 -.063
9. .038 .050 .341 -.056 .143 .137
10. .031 .162 .485 -.277 .164 .233
11. .085 .173 -.056 .554 -.005 -.006
12. .330 .120 .039 .161 .677 .089
13. .108 .119 .191 .088 .548 .006
14. .059 .233 .329 -.157 .489 .074
15. -.194 .024 .459 -.136 .167 .130
16. .154 .163 .296 -.014 .233 .145
17. .092 .048 -.026 .492 -.004 -.058
18. .082 .152 -.069 .571 -.079 -.096
19. .029 .396 .314 .085 .197 .038
20. .255 .428 -.012 .292 .098 -.065
21. .307 .568 .092 .134 .202 .206
22. .049 .134 .986 -.058 .034 .506
23. .111 .025 .612 -.032 -.012 .070
24. .063 .208 .674 -.013 .184 -.045
25. .207 .221 .002 .981 .190 .118
26. .299 .401 .139 -.017 .260 .171
27. .134 .526 .212 -.019 .372 -.013
28. .212 .629 .145 .179 .132 .055
29. .401 .609 -.062 .076 .178 .138
30. .142 .458 .171 .159 -.099 .024
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E.l Tests of significance
(1) Gender. The analysis here concerned whether teachers of different gender
perceive teaching ability differently. Since the distribution of the two groups tended 
towards normality and their variances were found to be equal (Levene’s Test indicated 
homogeneity of variances; p = 0.451; p > 0.05), the independent samples t-test was 
conducted for the purpose of this analysis. Table E.l depicts the null and alternative 
hypotheses and the results of this test.
Table E.l The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by gender: 
independent samples t-test
H0 — There is no difference between male and female teachers in their evaluation of teaching ability. 
H\ -  There is a difference between male and female teachers in their evaluation of teaching ability.
t-value df Significance level 95% Confidence
(assuming equal variances) (2-tailed) Interval o f the Difference
Lower Upper
0.840 115 0.403 -0.223 0.551
In this case, with a p value (significance level 2-tailed) of 0.403, the difference between 
the means of the two samples is not significant (p > 0.05). Hence, there is no 
difference in the evaluation of teaching ability amongst male and female teachers and 
the Ho  is accepted. This is confirmed by the 95% Confidence Interval of the 
difference between means (-0.223 to 0.551) which includes the Ho  mean difference of 
0. Had this interval been entirely positive, the result would have been significant.
(2) Age. The purpose here was to identify whether there are any statistically 
significant differences in the way teachers of different age groups (under 30-39, 40-49, 
over 50) perceive teaching ability. The result of Levene’s Test (p = 0.013; p < 0.05) 
indicates that there is evidence for heterogeneity of variance. In this case, the data was 
unsuitable for ANOVA and the Kruskal-Wallis Test was conducted. The findings of 
this analysis are presented in Table E.2, alongside the null and alternative hypotheses of 
this test.
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Table E.2 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by age group: 
Kruskal-Wallis Test
H0 =  The teachers from the different age groups perceive teaching ability in the same way. 
H\ -  The teachers from the different age groups perceive teaching ability differently. 
Chi-square (y2) df Significance (p)
2.950 2 0.229
The table lists the value o f Chi-square, its df and its p-value. Since the p-value (0.229) 
is higher than 0.05, the Kruskal-Wallis Test suggests that no differences exist in the 
perceptions o f teaching ability amongst the teachers o f different age groups. 
Moreover, the value o f the Chi-square statistic is 2.950 and there are two degrees of 
freedom. Reference to the applicable table for the x2 test (see Appendix G .l) shows 
that for x2 to be significant at the 95% confidence level its value must be equal or 
higher to 5.991. Thus, the Chi-square value is not statistically significant, confirming 
that Ho should be accepted.
(3) Academic rank. The purpose here is to identify whether there are any 
statistically significant differences in the way teachers o f different academic ranks 
(Lecturer, Senior Lecturer, Principal Lecturer, Professor) perceive teaching ability. 
Despite the result o f Levene’s Test (p =  0.181; p >  0.05) which indicates that there is 
no evidence for heterogeneity o f variance, two groups (Principal Lecturer, Professor) 
had considerably skewed distributions. In this case, the data was unsuitable for 
ANOVA and the Kruskal-Wallis Test was conducted. The findings o f  this analysis are 
presented in Table E.3, alongside the null and alternative hypotheses o f  this test.
Table E.3 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by academic rank: 
Kruskal-Wallis Test
Hq =  The teachers with different academic ranks perceive teaching ability in the same way. 
II{ =  The teachers with different academic ranks perceive teaching ability differently. 
Chi-square (y2) df Significance (p)
4.720 3 0.193
The table lists the value o f Chi-square, its df and its p-value. Since the p-value (0.193) 
is higher than 0.05, the Kruskal-Wallis Test suggests that no differences exist in the
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perceptions o f teaching ability amongst the teachers with different academic ranks. 
Moreover, the value o f the Chi-square statistic is 4.720 and there are three degrees o f 
freedom. Reference to the applicable table for the % test shows that for % to be 
significant at the 95% confidence level its value must be equal or higher to 7.815. 
Thus, the Chi-square value is not statistically significant, confirming that Ho should be 
accepted.
(4) Mode o f employment. The analysis here concerned whether teachers in 
different modes o f employment (fill-time, part-time) perceive teaching ability 
differently. Since the distribution o f the two groups tended towards normality and 
their variances were found to be equal (Levene’s Test indicated homogeneity o f 
variances; p =  0.532; p >  0.05), the independent samples t-test was conducted for the 
purpose o f  this analysis. Table E.4 depicts the null and alternative hypotheses and the 
results o f this test.
Table E.4 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by mode of 
employment: independent samples t-test
H0 — There is no difference between teachers in different modes of employment in their evaluation of 
teaching ability.
H\ -  There is a difference between teachers in different modes of employment in their evaluation of
teaching ability.___________________________________________________________________________
t-value df Significance level 95% Confidence
(assuming equal variances) (2-tailed) Interval of the Difference
Lower Upper
-.279 115 0.780 -1.141 0.859
In this case, with a p value (significance level 2-tailed) o f 0.780, the difference between 
the means o f  the two samples is not significant (p >  0.05). Hence, there is no 
difference in the evaluation o f teaching ability amongst full-time and part-time teachers 
and the Ho is accepted. This is confirmed by the 95% Confidence Interval o f the 
difference between means (-1.141 to 0.859) which includes the Ho mean difference o f 
0. Had this interval been entirely positive, the result would have been significant.
(5) Disciplinary background. The objective o f this analysis was to test perceptual 
differences o f teaching ability amongst the teachers with different disciplinary 
backgrounds. Because three o f the groups (Anthropology, Planning, Statistics) 
contained only a small number o f people (n <  5), these groups were excluded from the
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test. Two assumptions had to be checked before performing ANOVA for the 
remaining five groups: the equality o f the variances and the normality o f the 
distribution. On the basis o f Levene’s Test the variances o f the groups were equal (p =  
0.071; p >  0.05). However, some o f the groups (management, Geography, Sociology) 
had a considerably skewed distribution. Therefore, the data was checked by the non­
par ametric version o f ANOVA, which is the Kruskal-Wallis Test. The null and 
alternative hypotheses and the findings o f this test are displayed in Table E.5.
Table E.5 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by disciplinary 
background: Rruskal-Wallis Test
H0 =  The teachers with different disciplinary backgrounds perceive teaching ability in the same way. 
Hi -  The teachers with different disciplinary backgrounds perceive teaching ability differently. 
Chi-square (y2) df Significance (p)
4.536 4 0.338
As can be seen from the table, the value o f the Chi-square test statistic is 4.536. In 
addition, in this case there are four degrees o f freedom (dl). Reference to the 
applicable table for the x2 test (see Appendix G .l) shows that for x2 to be significant at 
the 95% confidence level its value must be equal or greater than 9.488. These findings 
suggest that Hi can be rejected since there is no significant difference in the evaluation 
o f teaching ability between the teachers with different disciplinary backgrounds. This 
is also confirmed by the non-significant probability value (p =  0.338; p >  0.05) o f the 
test.
(6) Years o f teaching experience in higher education. The objective o f this 
analysis was to test perceptual differences o f teaching ability amongst the teachers with 
different levels o f  teaching experience in higher education (5-9 years, 10-14 years, 15+ 
years). Two assumptions had to be checked before performing ANOVA for the three 
groups: the equality o f the variances and the normality o f the distribution. On the basis 
o f Levene’s Test the variances o f the groups were equal (p =  0.575; p >  0.05). 
However, all groups had considerably skewed distributions. Therefore, the data was 
checked by the non-parametric version o f ANOVA, which is the Kruskal-Wallis Test. 
The null and alternative hypotheses and the findings o f this test are displayed in Table
E.6.
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Table E.6 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by years of teaching 
experience in higher education: Kruskal-Wallis Test
H0 =  The teachers with different levels of teaching experience in higher education perceive teaching
ability in the same way.
Hi =  The teachers with different levels of teaching experience in higher education perceive teaching
ability differently.
Chi-square (g2) df Significance (p)
0.375 2 0.829
As can be seen from the table, the value o f the Chi-square test statistic is 0.375. In 
addition, in this case there are two degrees o f freedom (df). Reference to the 
applicable table for the x2 test (see Appendix G .l) shows that for x2 to be significant at 
the 95% confidence level its value must be equal or greater than 5.991. These findings 
suggest that H\ can be rejected since there is no significant difference in the evaluation 
o f teaching ability between the teachers with different levels o f teaching experience in 
higher education. This is also confirmed by the non-significant probability value (p =  
0.829; p >  0.05) o f the test.
(7) Years o f teaching experience. The objective o f this analysis was to test 
perceptual differences o f teaching ability amongst the teachers with different levels o f 
teaching experience (5-9 years, 10-14 years, 15+ years). Two assumptions had to be 
checked before performing ANOVA for the three groups: the equality o f the variances 
and the normality o f the distribution. According to Levene’s Test for Equality o f 
Variances, the variances o f the three samples were similar (p =  0.269; p >  0.05). In 
addition, the distribution for all three groups tended towards normality. Therefore, in 
order to test the mean difference between the groups the one-way ANOVA was used. 
Table E.7 presents the null (Ho) and the alternative (Hi) hypotheses as well as the 
findings o f this analysis.
The p-value (F Prob.) for the Ratio o f 1.256 is listed as 0.289. In this case, Hi can be 
rejected, since the p-value is not significant (p >  0.05). Therefore, there is no statistical 
difference in the evaluation o f teaching ability between the teachers with different 
levels o f teaching experience. No contradictory findings were observed in the outputs 
o f  the follow-up Bonferroni test.
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Table E.7 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teaching ability by years of teaching 
experience: one-way ANOVA
H0 — The teachers with different levels of teaching experience perceive teaching ability in the same 
way.
Hi =  The teachers with different levels of teaching experience perceive teacher knowledge differently. 
Source Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F  Ratio F  Prob.
Between groups 2.458 2 1.229 1.256 0.289
Within groups 110.609 113 0.979
Total 113.067 115
E.2 Items' overall mean scores and their frequency of occurrence
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Table E.8 Teachers’ overall mean scores for the teaching ability data and their frequency of 
occurrence
Mean
score
Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
Mean
score
Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
1.00 1 0.9 0.9 3.58 1 0.9 50.4
1.26 1 0.9 1.7 3.59 1 0.9 51.3
1.36 1 0.9 2.6 3.60 1 0.9 52.1
1.41 1 0.9 3.4 3.61 1.8 53.8
1.43 1 0.9 4.3 3.63 1.8 55.6
1.44 1 0.9 5.1 3.64 1 0.9 56.4
1.48 1 0.9 6.0 3.66 1 0.9 57.3
1.54 1 0.9 6.8 3.72 1 0.9 58.1
1.57 1 0.9 7.7 3.73 1 0.9 59.0
1.61 1 0.9 8.5 3.78 1 0.9 59.8
1.62 1 0.9 9.4 3.79 1 0.9 60.7
1.69 1 0.9 10.3 3.80 1 0.9 61.5
1.70 1 0.9 11.1 3.83 1 0.9 62.4
1.95 1 0.9 12.0 3.86 1 0.9 63.2
2.00 1 0.9 12.8 3.87 1 0.9 64.1
2.05 1 0.9 13.7 3.89 1.8 65.8
2.06 1 0.9 14.5 3.90 1 0.9 66.7
2.09 1 0.9 15.4 3.91 1 0.9 67.5
2.15 1 0.9 16.2 3.97 1 0.9 68.4
2.17 1 0.9 17.1 3.99 2.6 70.9
2.23 1 0.9 17.9 4.00 1 0.9 71.8
2.32 1 0.9 18.8 4.02 1 0.9 72.6
2.43 1 0.9 19.7 4.06 1 0.9 73.5
2.45 1 0.9 20.5 4.07 1.8 75.2
2.47 1 0.9 21.4 4.10 1 0.9 76.1
2.51 1 0.9 22.2 4.11 1 0.9 76.9
2.59 1.8 23.9 4.14 1 0.9 77.8
2.64 1.8 25.6 4.20 1 0.9 78.6
2.67 1 0.9 26.5 4.23 1 0.9 79.5
2.69 1 0.9 27.4 4.26 1 0.9 80.3
2.70 1 0.9 28.2 4.27 1 0.9 81.2
2.77 1 0.9 29.1 4.28 1 0.9 82.1
2.79 1 0.9 29.9 4.29 1.8 83.8
2.83 1 0.9 30.8 4.31 1.8 85.5
2.87 1 0.9 31.6 4.34 1 0.9 86.3
2.91 1.8 33.3 4.36 1 0.9 87.2
2.97 1 0.9 34.2 4.38 1 0.9 88.0
2.98 1 0.9 35.0 4.40 1 0.9 88.9
3.00 1 0.9 35.9 4.42 1 0.9 89.7
3.02 1 0.9 36.8 4.51 1 0.9 90.6
3.03 1.8 38.5 4.52 1 0.9 91.5
3.11 1 0.9 39.3 4.54 1 0.9 92.3
3.18 1.8 41.0 4.55 1 0.9 93.2
3.21 1 0.9 41.9 4.59 1 0.9 94.0
3.22 1 0.9 42.7 4.66 1 0.9 94.9
3.25 1 0.9 43.6 4.71 1 0.9 95.7
continued
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3.26 1 0.9 44.4
3.32 1 0.9 45.3
3.36 1 0.9 46.2
3.42 1 0.9 47.0
3.44 1 0.9 47.9
3.55 2 1.8 49.6
Total 58
4.76 0.9 96.6
4.77 0.9 97.4
4.86 0.9 98.3
4.89 0.9 99.1
4.94 0.9 100
Total 117
E.3 Teachers' evaluation of teaching ability on the basis of their 
disciplinary differences
Table E.9 Teachers’ evaluation of teaching ability on the basis of their disciplinary differences
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No. Dimensions and their statements Tourism & 
Management
Basic
disciplines
3.
Concern for students
The teacher adapts lecture content to the perceived ability of students 3.23 3.14
5. The teacher diagnoses students’ misunderstandings and tries to represent 
the information in a different way 3.93 3.80
13. The teacher encourages students through intrinsic factors such as 
curiosity and sense of achievement 4.01 3.84
14. The teacher develops students’ capacity to think for themselves 3.99 4.10
20. The teacher explores with students new approaches and meanings 3.87 3.73
23. When planning lessons, the teacher takes under consideration students’ 
prior learning 2.97 2.83
24. The teacher gives more support to those students identified as being less 
able to learn independently 3.04 2.82
6.
Stimulation
The teacher commends effort on the part of students 3.36 3.00
7. The teacher uses marks as a form of motivation 2.28 1.97
9. The teacher brings examples from the field 3.81 3.59
15. The teacher uses examples to uncover principles 3.71 3.71
22. The teacher paints visual pictures of ideas and concepts 3.58 3.27
26. The teacher compliments students on their work in front of others 2.97 2.73
29. The teacher stimulates the intellectual curiosity of students 4.10 4.16
2.
Classroom technique
The teacher prepares students for employment 2.97 2.71
4. The teacher sets up rules of engagement and sticks to them 2.39 2.84
10. The teacher announces the objectives of the lecture at the beginning 3.33 3.00
16. The teacher goes beyond the curriculum if the class will benefit from it 3.96 3.94
19. The teacher connects lectures to reading 2.94 3.13
25. The teacher varies teaching approach according to content 3.70 3.37
30. The teacher uses many examples 3.61 3.35
1.
Control
The teacher maintains a friendly atmosphere, but maintains the authority 
of the teacher 3.33 3.04
8. When the teacher argues with students this is not hostile 2.96 2.99
11. The teacher keeps everything according to schedule 2.48 2.27
12. The teacher invites the students to comment critically on his/her teaching 
performance 3.48 3.27
17. The teacher is consistent in administering discipline 2.58 2.47
18. The teacher carefully times lectures 2.71 2.47
21. The teacher corrects spelling 2.04 1.90
27. The teacher maintains order without apparent effort 3.47 3.16
28. The teacher explains to students how their work will be assessed 3.02 2.83
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F.l Tests of significance
(1) Gender. The analysis here concerned whether teachers o f different gender 
perceive teacher knowledge differently. Since the distribution o f the two groups 
tended towards normality and their variances were found to be equal (Levene’s Test 
indicated homogeneity o f variances; p =  0.785; p >  0.05), the independent samples t- 
test was conducted for the purpose o f this analysis. Table F .l depicts the null and 
alternative hypotheses and the results o f this test.
Table F .l The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by gender: 
independent samples t-test
H0 =  There is no difference between male and female teachers in their evaluation of teacher 
knowledge.
Hi =  There is a difference between male and female teachers in their evaluation of teacher knowledge.
t-value df Significance level 95% Confidence
(assuming equal variances) (2-tailed) Interval of the Difference
Lower Upper
1.705 115 0.091 -0.028 0.379
In this case, with a p value (significance level 2-tailed) o f 0.091, the difference between 
the means o f the two samples is not significant (p >  0.05). Hence, there is no 
difference in the evaluation o f teacher knowledge amongst male and female teachers 
and the Hq is accepted. This is confirmed by the 95% Confidence Interval o f the 
difference between means (-0.028 to 0.379) which includes the Ho mean difference o f
0. Had this interval been entirely positive, the result would have been significant.
(2) Age. The purpose here was to identify whether there are any statistically 
significant differences in the way teachers o f different age. groups (under 30-39, 40-49, 
over 50) perceive teaching ability. According to Levene’s Test for Equality of 
Variances, the variances o f the three samples were similar (p =  0.436; p >  0.05). In 
addition, the distribution for all three groups tended towards normality. Therefore, in 
order to test the mean difference between the groups the one-way ANOVA was used. 
Table F.2 presents the null (Ho) and the alternative (H\) hypotheses as well as the 
findings o f this analysis.
Table E.2 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by age group: 
one-way ANOVA
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Ho =  The teachers from the different age groups perceive teacher knowledge in the same way. 
Hi =  The teachers from the different age groups perceive teacher knowledge differently.
Source Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F  Ratio F  Prob.
Between groups 0.359 4 0.090 0.318 0.865
Within groups 31.644 112 0.283
Total 32.004 116
The p-value (F Prob.) for the Ratio o f 0.318 is listed as 0.865. In this case, H\ can be 
rejected, since the p-value is not significant (p >  0.05). Therefore, there is no statistical 
difference in the evaluation o f teacher knowledge between the teachers from different 
age groups. No contradictory findings were observed in the outputs o f the follow-up 
Bonferroni test.
(3) Academic rank. The purpose here is to identify whether there are any
statistically significant differences in the way teachers o f different academic ranks 
(Lecturer, Senior Lecturer, Principal Lecturer, Professor) perceive teacher knowledge. 
Despite the result o f Levene’s Test (p =  0.800; p >  0.05) which indicates that there is 
no evidence for heterogeneity o f variance, three groups (Lecturer, Principal Lecturer, 
Professor) had considerably skewed distributions. In this case, the data was unsuitable 
for ANOVA and the Kruskal-Wallis Test was conducted. The findings o f this analysis 
are presented in Table F.3, alongside the null and alternative hypotheses o f  this test.
Table F.3 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by academic 
rank: Kruskal-Wallis Test
Ho = The teachers with different academic ranks perceive teacher knowledge in the same way. 
Hx =  The teachers with different academic ranks perceive teacher knowledge differently. 
Chi-square (y2) df Significance (p)
2.000 3 0.572
The table lists the value o f Chi-square, its df and its p-value. Since the p-value (0.572) 
is higher than 0.05, the Kruskal-Wallis Test suggests that no differences exist in the 
perceptions o f teacher knowledge amongst the teachers with different academic ranks.
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Moreover, the value o f the Chi-square statistic is 2.000 and there are three degrees o f 
freedom. Reference to the applicable table for the % test shows that for % to be 
significant at the 95% confidence level its value must be equal or higher to 7.815. 
Thus, the Chi-square value is not statistically significant, confirming that Ho should be 
accepted.
(4) Mode o f employment. The analysis here concerned whether teachers in 
different modes o f employment (full-time, part-time) perceive teacher knowledge 
differently. Since the distribution o f the two groups tended towards normality and 
their variances were found to be equal (Levene’s Test indicated homogeneity o f 
variances; p =  0.574; p >  0.05), the independent samples t-test was conducted for the 
purpose o f this analysis. Table F.4 depicts the null and alternative hypotheses and the 
results o f this test.
Table F.4 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by mode of 
employment: independent samples t-test
H0 =  There is no difference between teachers in different modes of employment in then evaluation of 
teacher knowledge.
Hi -  There is a difference between teachers in different modes of employment in their evaluation of
teacher knowledge._________________________________________________________________________
t-value df Significance level 95% Confidence
(assuming equal variances) (2-tailed) Interval of the Difference
Lower Upper
.340 115 0.735 -.440 0.623
In this case, with a p value (significance level 2-tailed) o f 0.735, the difference between 
the means o f the two samples is not significant (p >  0.05). Hence, there is no 
difference in the evaluation o f teacher knowledge amongst full-time and part-time 
teachers and the Ho is accepted. This is confirmed by the 95% Confidence Interval o f 
the difference between means (-.440 to 0.623) which includes the Ho mean difference 
o f 0. Had this interval been entirely positive, the result would have been significant.
(5) Disciplinary background. The objective o f this analysis was to test perceptual 
differences o f teacher knowledge amongst the teachers with different disciplinary 
backgrounds. Because three o f the groups (Anthropology, Planning, Statistics) 
contained only a small number o f people (n <  5), these groups were excluded from the 
test. Two assumptions had to be checked before performing ANOVA for the
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remaining five groups: the equality o f the variances and the normality o f the 
distribution. According to Levene’s Test for Equality o f Variances, the variances o f 
the three samples were similar (p =  0.327; p >  0.05). In addition, the distribution for 
all five groups tended towards normality. Therefore, in order to test the mean 
difference between the groups the one-way ANOVA was used. Table F.5 presents the 
null (Ho) and the alternative (H\) hypotheses as well as the findings o f this analysis.
Table F.5 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by disciplinary 
background: one-way ANOVA
Hq =  The teachers with different disciplinary backgrounds perceive teacher knowledge in the same 
way.
Hi =  The teachers with different disciplinary backgrounds perceive teacher knowledge differently.
Source Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F  Ratio F  Prob.
Between groups 0.867 4 0.217 0.765 0.551
Within groups 30.037 106 0.283
Total 30.904 110
The p-value (F Prob.) for the Ratio o f 0.765 is listed as 0.551. In this case, H\ can be 
rejected, since the p-value is not significant (p >  0.05). Therefore, there is no statistical 
difference in the evaluation o f teacher knowledge between the teachers with different 
disciplinary backgrounds. No contradictory findings were observed in the outputs o f 
the follow-up Bonferroni test.
(6) Years o f teaching experience in higher education. The objective o f this 
analysis was to test perceptual differences o f  teacher knowledge amongst the teachers 
with different levels o f  teaching experience in higher education (5-9 years, 10-14 years, 
15+ years). Two assumptions had to be checked before performing ANOVA for the 
three groups: the equality o f the variances and the normality o f  the distribution. 
According to Levene’s Test for Equality o f Variances, the variances o f the three 
samples were similar (p =  0.683; p >  0.05). In addition, the distribution for all three 
groups tended towards normality. Therefore, in order to test the mean difference 
between the groups the one-way ANOVA was used. Table F.6 presents the null (Ho) 
and the alternative (H\) hypotheses as well as the findings o f this analysis.
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Table F.6 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by years of 
teaching experience in higher education: one-way ANOVA
H0 =  The teachers with different levels of teaching experience in higher education perceive teacher 
knowledge in the same way.
Hi =  The teachers with different levels of teaching experience in higher education perceive teacher 
knowledge differently.
Source Sum o f Squares df Mean Squares F  Ratio F  Prob.
Between groups 0.353 2 0.176 0.639 0.530
Within groups 31.192 113 0.276
Total 31.544 115
The p-value (F Prob.) for the Ratio o f  0.639 is listed as 0.530. In this case, H\ can be 
rejected, since the p-value is not significant (p >  0.05). Therefore, there is no statistical 
difference in the evaluation o f teacher knowledge between the teachers with different 
levels o f  experience in higher education. No contradictory findings were observed in 
the outputs o f the follow-up Bonferroni test.
(7) Years o f teaching experience. The objective o f this analysis was to test 
perceptual differences o f  teacher knowledge amongst the teachers with different levels 
o f teaching experience (5-9 years, 10-14 years, 15+ years). Two assumptions had to 
be checked before performing ANOVA for the three groups: the equality o f the 
variances and the normality o f the distribution. On the basis o f Levene’s Test the 
variances o f  the groups were not equal (p =  0.026; p <  0.05). Therefore, the data was 
checked by the non-parametric version o f ANOVA, which is the Kruskal-Wallis Test. 
The null and alternative hypotheses and the findings o f this test are displayed in Table
F.7.
Table F.7 The assessment of teachers’ perceptual differences of teacher knowledge by years of 
teaching experience: Kruskal-Wallis Test
Ho = The teachers with different levels of teaching experience perceive teacher knowledge in the same 
way.
H{ = The teachers with different levels of teaching experience perceive teacher knowledge differently. 
Chi-square (y2) df Significance (p)
2.334 2 0.311
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As can be seen from the table, the value o f  the Chi-square test statistic is 2.334. In 
addition, in this case there are two degrees o f freedom (df). Reference to the 
applicable table for the % test (see Appendix G .l) shows that for % to be significant at 
the 95% confidence level its value must be equal or greater than 5.991. These findings 
suggest that ITi can be rejected since there is no significant difference in the evaluation 
o f teacher knowledge between the teachers with different levels o f teaching experience. 
This is also confirmed by the non-significant probability value (p =  0.311; p >  0.05) o f 
the test.
i
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F.2 Items' overall mean scores and their frequency of occurrence
Table F.8 Teachers’ overall mean scores for the teacher knowledge data and their frequency of 
occurrence
Mean
score
Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
Mean
score
Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
2.45 1 0.9 0.9 3.71 2 1.8 53.0
2.64 1 0.9 1.7 3.74 2 1.8 54.7
2.71 1 0.9 2.6 3.76 1 0.9 55.6
2.84 1 0.9 3.4 3.78 2.7 58.1
2.85 1.8 5.1 3.79 1 0.9 59.0
2.86 1 0.9 6.0 3.80 1.8 60.7
2.92 1 0.9 6.8 3.83 1 0.9 61.5
2.96 1 0.9 7.7 3.86 1 0.9 62.4
2.97 1 0.9 8.5 3.87 1.8 64.1
3.00 1.8 10.3 3.90 1 0.9 65.0
3.02 1 0.9 11.1 3.91 1 0.9 65.8
3.05 1.8 12.8 3.95 1.8 67.5
3.09 1.8 14.5 3.96 1 0.9 68.4
3.10 1 0.9 15.4 3.97 1.8 70.1
3.12 1 0.9 16.2 4.00 1 0.9 70.9
3.24 1 0.9 17.1 4.04 1 0.9 71.8
3.28 1.8 18.8 4.06 1 0.9 72.6
3.29 1 0.9 19.7 4.07 I 0.9 73.5
3.30 1 0.9 20.5 4.08 1 0.9 74.4
3.31 1 0.9 21.4 4.10 I 0.9 75.5
3.32 1 0.9 22.2 4.11 1 0.9 76.1
3.34 1 0.9 23.1 4.12 1.8 77.8
3.35 1 0.9 23.9 4.14 1 0.9 78.6
3.36 1.8 25.6 4.15 1 0.9 79.5
3.39 1 0.9 26.5 4.17 1 0.9 80.3
3.40 1 0.9 27.4 4.20 1.8 82.1
3.41 1 0.9 28.2 4.22 1 0.9 82.9
3.42 1 0.9 29.1 4.27 1.8 84.6
3.43 1 0.9 29.9 4.34 1 0.9 85.5
3.45 1 0.9 30.8 4.39 1 0.9 86.3
3.46 1 0.9 31.6 4.42 1 0.9 87.2
3.49 2.7 34.2 4.43 1 0.9 88.0
3.51 1 0.9 35.0 4.45 1 0.9 88.9
3.53 1 0.9 35.9 4.48 1 0.9 89.7
3.56 1 0.9 36.8V 4.49 1 0.9 90.6
3.57 1.8 38.5 4.50 1 0.9 91.5
3.59 3.5 41.9 4.53 1 0.9 92.3
3.61 1 0.9 42.7 4.56 1 0.9 93.2
3.63 1 0.9 43.6 4.57 1 0.9 94.0
3.64 1 0.9 44.4 4.59 1 0.9 94.9
3.66 1 0.9 45.3 4.64 1.8 96.6
3.67 2.7 47.9 4.70 1 0.9 97.4
3.68 1 0.9 48.7 4.71 1 0.9 98.3
3.69 1.8 50.4 4.75 1 0.9 99.1
3.70 1 0.9 51.3 4.89 1 0.9 100
Total 59 Total 117
F.3 Teachers' evaluation of teacher knowledge on the basis of 
their disciplinary differences
Table F.9 Teachers’ evaluation of teacher knowledge on the basis of their disciplinary differences
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No. Dimensions and their statements Tourism & 
Management
Basic
disciplines
1.
Ways of learning 
Follows big name writers 2.51 2.53
9. Is involved in academic research in tourism 4.12 4.43
13. Gets to the academic journals on a regular basis 3.86 3.96
26. Consults with peers and other tourism professionals 4.00 3.96
28. Reads research reports and more informal studies 3.78 3.82
2.
Relation to context of industry 
Uses examples from the tourist industry 4.16 4.14
8. Has regular contact with the tourist industry 3.91 3.62
12. Has direct experience of the tourist industry 3.17 3.00
21. Has a good knowledge of the sources of information about the industry 3.94 3.96
29. Is aware of the key developments in the field 4.22 4.35
14.
Knowledge structure
Is able to explain one idea in many different ways 4.10 4.18
18. Sees the subject matter as existing exclusively in one conceptual 1.49 1.39
23.
framework
Constructs subject matter as a web of central interconnected concepts 3.91 3.84
24. Uses alternative representations of subject matter 3.75 3.76
27. Is able to set and solve problems by applying concepts and techniques 
appropriately 4.03 4.10
1.
Security o f knowledge 
Emphasises that one way is correct 1.32 1.31
4. Has sufficient confidence in their knowledge to invite and answer 
questions in class 4.26 4.41
16. Checks the validity of their knowledge through debated and critiques at 
the group level 3.83 3.96
25. Emphasises common sense 3.35 3.04
30. Is sufficiently confident to discard many of the theories that are 
fashionable at the time 3.61 3.73
3.
Relationship to theory
Uses theory from more than one discipline 4.22 4.45
10. Understands the limitations of theory 4.23 4.29
11. Favours one concept or theory to the exclusion of others 1.59 1.55
17. Relies only on facts 1.80 1.57
19. Is able to use theoretical bases in order to illuminate/challenge industry 
practice 3.90 4.02
5.
Current vs. fundamental knowledge
Has main aim of getting up-to-date information out of the journals 3.39 3.63
6. Reviews and modifies knowledge on the basis of new developments in the 
field 4.26 4.35
15. Appreciates the corrigible and temporary state of knowledge 3.99 3.88
20. Values up-to-date material above established knowledge 2.84 2.78
22. Has knowledge that draws upon literature over time, not just the most 
recent 4.13 4.27
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